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120 S. STEVENSON STREET

DEFOREST, W1 53532
PHONE (608) 846-6751
WWW.VLDEFOREST.WIUS

December 8, 2023

Nicholas Bower, P.E.

Senior Environmental Engineer

Capital Area Regional Planning Commission
100 State Street, Suite 400

Madison, WI 53703

Dear Nick:

I am pleased to submit the attached application to add lands to the Northern Urban Service Area
(NUSA), as authorized by the DeForest Village Board. The amendment area covers nearly 122
acres located at the northwestern edge of the Village of DeForest within its planned Northern
Interstate Corridor.

DeForest’s Northern Interstate Corridor extends for 3.4 square miles along both sides of
Interstate 39-90-94, with excellent regional access from its Highway V interchange. Village
plans identify this corridor for a mix of industrial, commercial, and neighborhood development.
The amendment area includes small portions of the Corridor that are ripe for near-term
development. These include portions west of the Interstate that are generally intended for
industrial development and portions to the east for retail, commercial services, and mixed uses.

The proposed development of the amendment area requires municipal water and sewer services
from the Village, and will be developed in a manner that fully meets regional and local water
quality standards.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this application.

Sincerely,

Bill Chang&\/a

Village Administrator

Attachment: Northern Urban Service Area Amendment Application, Appendices



NORTHERN URBAN SERVICE AREA AMENDMENT APPLICATION
VILLAGE OF DEFOREST

This information supports the Village of DeForest’s application to amend the Northern Urban
Service Area (NUSA) to include all or part of six current tax parcels plus public rights-of-way
within the Village’s planned “Northern Interstate Corridor Area.” The proposed NUSA
amendment area totals 121.5 acres and includes all of parcels 0909-133-8503-1 and 0909-133-
8003-1; plus parts of parcels 0909-231-0131-1, 0909-133-8321-1 (also 7259 Morrisonville
Road), 0909-134-9191-1, and 0909-133-9084-1 not already in the NUSA.

Submitted: December 11, 2023
Prepared by: Village of DeForest
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1 Introduction

Map 1 indicates the proposed Northern Urban Service Area (NUSA) expansion areas, including
existing public rights-of-way. The proposed NUSA expansion areas encompass 121.5 total acres,
including existing public rights-of-way, located at the northwestern edge of the Village of
DeForest within its planned “Northern Interstate Corridor Area.” The proposed NUSA expansion
areas are divided into three main subareas, as outlined below, and labeled on Map 1:

e Research Products Subarea: Currently owned by Research Products Corporation and
consisting of 40.0 acres west of Hickory Lane (southern portion of parcel 0909-231-
0131-1).

e Evans Subarea: Currently owned by Gene and Karen Evans, and consisting of 65.0 acres
east of Interstate 39-90-94 to Morrisonville Road (all of parcels 0909-133-8503-1 and
0909-133-8003-1, plus the northern parts of parcels 0909-133-8321-1 and 0909-134-
9191-1 that are not already in NUSA).

e Buc-ee’s Subarea: Currently owned by Buc-ee’s DeForest LLC and consisting of 6 acres
west of Interstate 39-90-94 to County Highway | (northern part of parcel 0909-133-
9084-1 not already in the NUSA).

Remaining lands to be added to the NUSA, also shown on Map 1, are in existing public rights-of-
way. These include sections of Interstate and Highway V rights-of-way for continuity.

These three subareas are ripe for inclusion in the NUSA. All are within the Village and the
planning area of the Village’s Northern Interstate Corridor Plan. In April 2023, the Village Board
incorporated the Corridor Plan into the Village’s updated Comprehensive Plan. Map 2 shows the
adopted Corridor Plan map with the three subareas highlighted.

The remainder of this application in some places covers the proposed NUSA expansion areas as
a whole, and in other places discussion is segmented by subarea based on different conditions,
plans, and/or utility service opportunities among them.
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Map 2: Northern Interstate Corridor Plan, with NUSA Expansion Subareas Indicated
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Map 3: Future Land Use Map, Village of DeForest Comprehensive Plan
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2 Plan Consistency and Need

The Village of DeForest Comprehensive Plan identifies the Northern Interstate Corridor planning
area for future urban development on municipal sanitary sewer and water services. This is
represented on Map 2—which is the detailed Northern Interstate Corridor Plan map—and on
Map 3, which is the Comprehensive Plan’s Village-wide Future Land Use map. An expansion of
the NUSA is warranted to ensure thoughtful plan implementation for those portions of the
Village’s Northern Interstate Corridor planning area now in DeForest. Intended urban land uses
are industrial, commercial, mixed use, and residential uses described later in this application.

With the exception of 53 undeveloped acres along Daentl Road added to the NUSA in 2023, the
Village has limited vacant improved land for industrial development, in which it specializes and
for which we are in a time of significant demand. The North Towne Corporate Park arguably has
only one 3.4 acre vacant lot available for industrial development, not including lands already
committed to development or future business expansion, or currently zoned for commercial
rather than industrial purposes. At the northeast end of the Village, the DeForest Business Park
has three vacant lots totaling 17 acres, not including lands already committed to development
or future business expansion. (At time of writing, two of these have highly interested potential
users.) Most modern industrial development projects generally require between 15 and 40+
acres each, and given its superior transportation access DeForest is regionally well-positioned
for such users.

The Village also has demand, but limited land supply, for commercial service and retail uses near
the Interstate/Highway V interchange—again especially for larger footprint users. This
Interchange has proven particularly popular for travel-oriented commercial uses—it is for
example, roughly mid-way between Chicago and Wisconsin’s north woods. As evidence, in
2023, national retailer Buc-ee’s acquired 22.5 acres northwest of the Interstate/Highway V
interchange for a 73,000 square foot travel center. Most of the Buc-ee’s site—including all parts
that requires utilities—is already in the NUSA. The northern 6 acres—intended mainly for
stormwater management—is not yet in the NUSA.

Finally, DeForest—and Dane County as a whole—has a housing shortage for all types.
Correspondingly, housing affordability has decreased. CARPC has been out-front in
documenting the unmet need. The Villages of DeForest and Windsor have also cooperatively
documented local need, both through their collaborative 2021 DeForest-Windsor Housing
Supply & Demand Analysis (Appendix D) and annual DeForest-Windsor Inventory of Approved,
Available, and Sold Housing (Appendix E). This shortage and affordability problems are due to
housing development not keeping pace with the significant population and employment growth.

Inclusion of the proposed NUSA expansion areas is also consistent with the growth phasing
policy within the DeForest Comprehensive Plan. That policy indicates that the Village will utilize
the following factors in making decisions on the timing of new development, including whether
and when to request urban service area expansions. The Village’s phasing policy points are in
italics below, with commentary related to this application in normal type.

1. The desire to promote an orderly, sequential pattern of land use and community
development in order to ensure that the provision of public services, roads, and utilities
keep pace with development. The proposed NUSA expansion areas are all in the Village
and identified for urban development in its Northern Interstate Corridor Plan. Each of
the three subareas is one part of a larger contiguous landholding under common
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ownership, with the remainders already in the NUSA. The Evans family owns about 30
additional, largely undeveloped, contiguous acres to the south of the Evans Subarea on
Map 1, with such additional acres already in the NUSA and directly north of commercial
development along County Highway V. All of Evans’ ownership is within the Village's
Tax Incremental District (TID) #9, which is a mixed use TID aimed to help implement the
Northern Interstate Corridor Plan. Addition of the Evans Subarea to the NUSA will allow
unified utility system planning, marketing, and development of the entire Evans
ownership. Similarly, Research Products Corporation owns about 27 additional,
undeveloped, contiguous acres directly north of the Research Products Subarea on Map
1. All of this Research Products ownership is also in TID #9. Inclusion of all of Research
Products’ land in the NUSA will have similar benefits as inclusion of all of Evans’
ownership. Finally, addition of the Buc-ee’s Subarea will place all of that commercial
development site in the NUSA mainly for map unification—no sanitary sewer or water
services are expected to be required in the Buc-ee’s Subarea.

2. The projected impact on other Village goals of preserving agriculture or the natural
environment in the same general area, if applicable. All proposed development of the
Northern Interstate Corridor Area will meet the Village’s strict stormwater management
ordinance and preserve environmental corridors. The planned land uses are consistent
with all County and local comprehensive and farmland preservation plans. None of the
subareas are planned or zoned for long-term farmland preservation.

3. The projected impact on Village desires to redevelop or infill other parts of the Village
(e.g., downtown). The majority of land in the three subareas will facilitate larger scale
industrial, commercial service, and retail uses that are not viable on smaller
redevelopment and infill sites in the Village. The Village’s downtown is about 1 % miles
east of the Interstate/Highway V interchange and has no undeveloped tracts or
redevelopment sites of this scale. Through its Community Development Authority, the
Village is now funding implementation of its 2023 General Plan for Redevelopment for
its downtown and other redevelopment areas. While both the Evans Subarea and
downtown redevelopment area include prospective housing and mixed use
developments, high housing market demand should allow both areas to flourish.

4. Whether the proposed development provides a unique asset or special amenity desired
by the Village, as specified in Village plans or as otherwise indicated by the Village
Board. The shortage of improved land in the DeForest area for larger-scale industrial
and commercial development, and for housing development, is documented above and
in Appendices D and E. Addition of the Evans Subarea will also jump-start development
of the Village’s next large neighborhood development area, as developing DeForest
neighborhoods like Conservancy Place, Savannah Brooks, and Fox Hill Estates fill in over
the next decade. Neighborhood development form and location is planned to meet
“complete neighborhood” design principles articulated in the Regional Development
Framework.

5. The availability of public infrastructure such as road capacity, utility availability or
capacity, and pedestrian and other public facilities to serve the proposed development.
Utility availability and capacity is documented later in this application. At time of
writing, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) were conducting the /-39/90/94 Corridor Study
between Highway 12/18 in Madison and Highway 12/16 in Wisconsin Dells. That study
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will assess how best to address existing and future traffic demands, safety issues, and
the aging and outdated infrastructure along this portion of 1-39/90/94. Meanwhile, Buc-
ee’s has conducted and shared with WisDOT a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and 30%
plans for recommended Interstate ramp and highway improvements to address
projected traffic from its store plus other existing and projected traffic in the Northern
Interstate Corridor planning area. Further, the planned new collector road through the
Evans Subarea will have adequate capacity to serve projected development there.
These improvements—plus eventual urbanization projects for remaining rural highway
and Hickory Lane stretches—will include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The future
neighborhood that will emerge from the Evans Subarea will be pedestrian-oriented.

6. If such public infrastructure is unavailable, the projected timing of and funding for public
infrastructure improvements to serve the proposed development. Village water service
is already available to serve the Research Products Subarea and the pending Buc-ee’s
development. The Village has a construction contract in place to install a sewer main
across the interstate to Hickory Lane and north across CTH V to serve Buc-ee’s. This
sewer extension has been approved by MMSD and CARPC for construction. This project
was under construction at time of writing and expected to be available before summer
2024. Village sewer and water services will be extended to the Evans Subarea (and to
the Evans family ownership parcels already in the NUSA to its south) when development
becomes imminent on these lands. The Village has the financial means to make these
utility extensions and road and highway improvements identified above through its TID
#9, property assessments, and direct developer contributions including commitments
already made by Buc-ee’s.

7. The ability of the Village to cost-effectively provide community services to the proposed
development or area, and the advice of other units of government such as the DeForest
Area School District (DASD) to provide services under their control. The Village has
committed to providing utility and other public services to all of the Northern Interstate
Corridor planning area that is currently in the Village. The planning consultant for
DeForest Area School District (DASD) anticipates 11 new students emerging from the
Evans Subarea by 2035, with that relatively small number owing to the expected tilt
towards multiple-family housing in this area. The Evans Subarea is within the DASD’s
attendance area for Yahara Elementary School, which is projected to have adequate
capacity through 2035. Similarly the DASD’s single Intermediate, Middle, and High
Schools were recently expanded and are also expected to have adequate capacity
through 2035. There is no projected student enrollment from the Research Products or
Buc-ee’s subareas, but substantial projected tax revenue. Buc-ee’s is not in a TID so its
tax revenue will immediately benefit all taxing jurisdictions including the DASD.

8. Whether the proposed development area has been or will be annexed or attached to the
Village, where annexation or attachment is specified by adopted intergovernmental
agreements/cooperative plans or otherwise anticipated prior to development. All land in
the proposed NUSA expansion areas have been annexed to the Village of DeForest.

9. The degree of compatibility with other aspects of adopted intergovernmental
agreements/cooperative plans to which the Village is a party. There is no
intergovernmental agreement/cooperative plan between the Village and the adjacent
Town of Vienna.
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10. For proposed urban (publicly sewered) development, whether the proposed development
area is within the Urban Service Area and MMSD boundary, or the Village reasonably
expects the development area to be added to the Urban Service Area and MIMSD
boundary in the near term. The proposed NUSA expansion areas are already in the
regional and local FUDA (see Map 4). They will need to be annexed to the MMSD
service area following addition to the NUSA, and the Village has been in contact with
MMSD staff regarding that process.

The proposed addition of the NUSA expansion areas is also consistent with the recommended
development scenario in the 2012 North Yahara FUDA Study (see Map 4) and the Dane County
Comprehensive Plan and Farmland Preservation Plan.
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Map 4: Recommended Scenario, North Yahara FUDA Study
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3 Intergovernmental Cooperation

While entirely in the Village, the proposed NUSA expansion areas about the Town of Vienna.
The Village provided Town notice of this NUSA expansion application (see Appendix C), with
response acknowledged. At time of writing, the Village had received no other comments from
the Town.

4 Land Use

Map 5 shows the existing land use pattern within and around the North Interstate Corridor
Area. The proposed amendment area encompasses 121.5 acres of land, including 11.8 acres
of public rights-of-way and 109.7 acres of existing private parcels.

Map 6A shows the planned land use pattern in Research Products Subarea, and Map 6B shows
the planned land use pattern in the Evans and Buc-ee’s Subareas. In both cases, conceptual
stormwater basins currently form the full basis for the mapped “Proposed Environmental
Corridor (in proposed USA expansion).” Conceptual stormwater management areas are
indicated on Maps 6A and 6B in appropriate general locations. Actual locations, sizes, and
configurations of stormwater management areas will likely vary. Maps 6A and 6B also show
existing and potential future road rights-of-way as reflected in the Village’s Northern
Interstate Corridor Plan.

Specific to Research Products Subarea

The Research Products Subarea is currently in agricultural use, is gently sloped, and ranges
from 938 feet to 960 feet in elevation. The lowest elevations are in the center-right of this
Subarea.

This Village has the Research Products Subarea planned for “Industrial and Business Park” use,
continuing the pattern from the Vienna Business Park plat to its immediate east and
recognizing strong transportation access and high demand. The proposed development
concept, shown in Appendix F, suggests potential for future land division to accommodate
larger-scale industrial development. A westerly extension of Cake Parkway from Hickory Lane
is envisioned to serve such development. This anticipated road would be built to the Village’s
urban road standards for industrial areas, which it has used or required in other recent
industrial parks. This includes sidewalk or multiuse path on at least one side. Planned
stormwater management areas are currently envisioned to flank this Cake Parkway extension
within the lower elevation areas.

The Research Products Subarea is anticipated to develop in a single phase.
Specific to Evans and Buc-ee’s Subareas

Most of these two Subareas are in agricultural use, are gently sloped, and range from about
946 feet to 973 feet in elevation.

The Buc-ee’s Subarea is expected to develop predominantly with a stormwater management
basin intended to serve the proposed travel center to its south (on lands already in the NUSA).
The southern edge of this Subarea may also provide parking for the travel center.

The Evans Subarea is envisioned to develop in concert with Evans-owned land to its south that
is already in the NUSA. There is no specific development proposal at this time. The Village’s
plans suggest future “Shopping and Services” uses along the Interstate, transitioning to
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“Mixed or Flex Commercial/Residential” uses to the east and north, then to “Moderate
Density Village Residential” uses that are part of a larger planned Village neighborhood to the
northeast. Village plans also suggest a new collector road between planned “Shopping and
Services” and “Mixed or Flex Commercial/Residential” use areas. This road is envisioned to
spur from existing Morrisonville Road and connect to County Highway | to the northwest.

Development staging in the Evans Subarea is anticipated from southeast to northwest,

following the expected progress of utility extension.

Table 1 quantifies the existing and proposed land use pattern within the proposed NUSA

expansion areas combined.

Table 1: Existing and Proposed Land Use, Northern Interstate Corridor

Expansion Areas

Number of Acres

Proposed Land Use Existing Environmental Number of
Total Area Development Corridor 3 Housing Units
Single-Family Residential 8.0 0.0 0.0 36
Other Type Residential 14.4 0.0 0.0 216
Residential Total 22.4 0.0 0.0 252
Commercial 42.5 0.0 0.0
Industrial 334 0.0 0.0
Institutional 0.0 0.0 0.0
Street R-O-W ! 11.8 11.8 0.0
Parks 0.0 0.0 0.0
Stormwater Mgmt. 2 11.4 0.0 11.4
Other Open Space 0.0 109.7 0.0
TOTAL 121.5 121.5 11.4 252
Notes:

1 “Street R-O-W” includes all existing rights-of-way that are in the proposed NUSA expansion areas. “Street R-O-W” does
not include the “potential future road right-of-way” shown on Maps 6A and 6B, as none of these roads or any other is
included in any approved or pending subdivision plat or CSM.

2 Based on conceptual stormwater management areas indicated on Map 6A and 6B. Actual locations, sizes, and
configurations of stormwater management areas will likely vary.

3 Based on the proposed environmental corridors shown on Maps 6A and 6B, which coincide with conceptual stormwater
management areas. Actual locations may vary with final stormwater management locations.
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5 Natural Resources

The proposed NUSA expansion areas are in the Upper Yahara River Watershed. The Yahara
River is designated by the WisDNR as a warm water sport fishery. Per the North Yahara FUDA
Environmental Conditions Report, this stretch of the River plays an important role in providing
spawning habitat for a wide variety of sport fish.

All of the Evans and Buc-ee’s Subareas and the northeastern portion of the Research Products
Subarea are located within a thermally sensitive area, as designated by the WisDNR. These are
areas within a watershed that drain to an existing or proposed Cold Water Community or Class |,
I, or Il Trout Stream. The Village’s stormwater management ordinance generally requires
provisions to reduce the temperature of runoff for development sites located within Thermally
Sensitive Areas. The ordinance states that a stormwater plan does not have to meet thermal
reduction requirements if the applicant can justify that practices are not necessary because
there will be no post-development runoff temperature increase.

There are no floodplain or steep slopes (12%+) in the proposed NUSA expansion areas.
Specific to Research Products Subarea

At present, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Surface Water Data Viewer
includes a mapped wetland near the center of the Research Products Subarea. In August 2022,
Heartland Ecological Group Inc. completed a wetland delineation for the Research Products
Subarea (see Appendix G). That delineation revealed no wetlands in the 40-acre Research
Products Subarea. The east central portion of the Subarea, overlapping with the WDNR-mapped
wetland, does contain a closed watershed that internally drains and is tiled. This closed
watershed is addressed in the Stormwater Management section below.

According to the NRCS Web Soil Survey, within the Research Products Subarea:

e Approximately 36% of the soils are
Co (Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2
percent slopes), which the NRCS
classifies as a hydric soil and is
located near the Subarea’s center.

e 22% are RnB (Ringwood silt loam, 2
to 6 percent slopes), which is non-
hydric and is located on the
northwest side of the Subarea.

e 18% are RaA (Radford silt loam, 0 to
3 percent slopes), which is non-
hydric and is located in the southern
portion of the Subarea.

e 15% are EfB (Elburn silt loam, 0 to 3
percent slopes), which is non-hydric
and is located in the northeast
corner of the Subarea.

e 6% are GwC (Griswold loam, 6 to 12 percent), which is non-hydric and confined to the
southern edge of the Subarea.
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The remaining 3% are other soil types.

Per the North Yahara FUDA Environmental Conditions Report, in the Research Products Subarea:

Depth to bedrock is between 5 and 50 feet.

Depth to water table is greater than 6 feet in northern and western portions of the
Subarea, and between 0 and 3 feet elsewhere.

Groundwater recharge is 10 to 11 inches per year, classified at the “medium” level.

There was minimal to no potential for threatened or endangered terrestrial or aquatic
species in the one-mile section that includes the Research Products Subarea based on
general Natural Heritage Inventory maps.

There is a line of mature trees along the southern parcel boundary of the Subarea. Village
ordinance will require this line to be examined prior to development, and if containing non-
invasive mature trees, mature woodland preservation/mitigation requirements will apply.

Specific to Evans Subarea

According to the NRCS Web Soil Survey, within the Evans Subarea:

Approximately 39% of the soils are PnB (Plano silt loam, till substratum, 2 to 6 percent
slopes), which is non-hydric and spans the Subarea.

25% are RnA (Plano silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes), which is non-hydric and is common
in the northern stretch of the Subarea.

7% are GwC (Griswold loam, 6 to 12 percent), which is non-hydric and confined to the
higher knobs within the Subarea.

7% are PoB (Plano silt loam, gravelly substratum, 2 to 6 percent slopes), which is non-
hydric and located near the north edge of the Subarea.

7% are EfB (Elburn silt loam, O to 3 percent slopes), which the NRCS classifies as non-
hydric and is located in the southwest part of the Subarea.
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e 6% are SaA (Sable silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes), which the NRCS classifies as a
hydric soil and is located at the southern edge of the Subarea.

e 6% are RnC2 (Ringwood silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded), which is non-hydric
and located near the north edge of the Subarea.

e The remaining 3% are other soil types.

WisDNR has no mapped wetland in the Evans Subarea. Due to this fact, hydric soils are limited
to the southern edge, and limited development is suggested in this same area (see Map 6B), a
wetland delineation has not been completed at this time. The Village will require a wetland
delineation prior to development, and work with CARPC staff to adjust the environmental
corridor as needed to correspond with any wetland that may be delineated.

Per the North Yahara FUDA Environmental Conditions Report, in the Evans Subarea:

e Depthto bedrock is generally between 5 and 50 feet, except depth to bedrock is greater
than 50 feet near the Subarea’s western edge.

e Depth to water table is greater than 6 feet in the northern portions of the Subarea,
between 3 and 6 feet in central portions, and less than 3 feet in southern portions.

e Groundwater recharge is 10 to 11 inches per year, classified at the “medium” level.

e There was minimal to no potential for threatened or endangered terrestrial or aquatic
species in the one-mile section that includes the Evans Subarea based on general
Natural Heritage Inventory maps.

There is a cluster of mature trees northwest of where Morrisonville Road transitions from a
northerly direction to a northeasterly direction. Village ordinance will require this cluster to be
examined prior to development, and if containing non-invasive trees, mature tree preservation/
mitigation requirements will apply.

Specific to Buc-ee’s Subarea

The Buc-ee’s Subarea has minimal natural areas or environmental limitations. In December
2022, Wetland and Waterway Consulting, LLC completed a wetland delineation for lands
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including the Buc-ee’s Subarea (see Appendix H). There were no wetlands found in the 6-acre
Buc-ee’s Subarea. Wetlands found in the portions of the Buc-ee’s development site to the south
that are already in the NUSA are being addressed as part of that development proposal.

6 Utilities—Sanitary Sewer Service

The proposed sanitary sewer configuration is shown on Map 7: Overall Utility System
Configuration.

The proposed Research Products Subarea and other parts of the Village west of the Interstate
already in the NUSA will be provided with sanitary sewer service through westerly extension of
Village of DeForest sanitary sewer system. This will begin with installation of an 18-inch
east/west interceptor main connecting to the Village’s existing main in River Road between
Hilltop Drive and W. Lexington Parkway, with that new 18-inch main extending west to Hickory
Lane. From there, a 15-inch sanitary sewer interceptor main will be extended along Hickory
Lane, including along the entire east boundary of the Research Products Subarea. Also, that
same 15-inch sewer main will be extended north along Hickory Lane across CTH V to serve the
Buc-ee’s development.

CARPC staff reviewed construction of these sanitary sewer mains in July 2023, and found their
immediate service areas to be part of the NUSA thereby their construction consistent with the
urban service area provisions of the Dane County Water Quality Plan. Approval of this NUSA
expansion application will allow (and MMSD service area annexation) will allow connection into
the Research Products Subarea. Map 7 also shows a future sewer main within the conceptual
future extension of Cake Parkway to the west end of the Research Products Area. Actual future
alignment may vary and size to be determined.

Map 7 also shows a future sanitary sewer extension to serve the Evans Subarea. This sewer will
be extended north from the previously mentioned westerly extending 18-inch interceptor,
starting near the east edge of the Interstate and extending north in existing and future road
rights-of-way.

The estimated average daily flow that will be generated from the NUSA expansion areas is
64,080 gallons per day (gpd), with an estimated peak flow rate of 256,320 gpd (0.256 mgd cfs)
as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Estimated Wastewater Flows — NUSA Expansion Areas

Average
Land Use Acres Number of Population Daily Peak Flow Rate
Units Flow
Rate

(gpd) | (gpd) | (mgd)

Evans & Buc-ee's Subareas:

Single Family Residential 8.0 36 97 8,245 32,980 | 0.033
Other Type Residential 14.4 216 389 33,065 |132,260; 0.132
Commercial 425 - - 12,750 | 51,000 : 0.051
Industrial 0.0 - - 0 0 0.000
Street/Rail R-O-W 10.5 - - 0 0 0.000
Stormwater Management/Environmental Corrido 6.1 - - 0 0 0.000
Evans & Buc-ee's Subareas Totals = 81.46 54,060 |216,240: 0.216
Research Products Subarea:

Single Family Residential 0.0 0 0 0 0 0.000
Other Type Residential 0.0 0 0 0 0 0.000
Commercial 0.0 - - 0 0 0.000
Industrial 334 - - 10,020 | 40,080 i 0.040
Street/Rail R-O-W 1.3 - - 0 0 0.000
Stormwater Management/Environmental Corrido 5.3 - - 0 0 0.000
Research Products Subarea Totals = 40.00 10,020 | 40,080 | 0.040

Total USAA =| 121.46 64,080 |256,320| 0.256

Factors:

Single-Family Residential Capita per Unit ' = 2.67

Other Type Residential Capita per Unit 2= 1.8 persons per unit

Per Person Demand/Sewage Generation Rate * = 85.0 gals./day*person

Commercial/industrial Generation Rate * = 300.0 gals./acre*day

Peaking Factor®= 4.0

Eootnotes:

(1) Persons per household, 2017-2021, US Census Bureau.

(2) Typical multi-family residential capita per unit.

(3) 50 gpdc water demand per Village of DeForest 2021 water sales + 35 gpdc infiltration and inflow allowance.
(4) Per 2018 WW flow data from MMSD for existing USA (40,787.5 gpd/179.5 ac = 227 gpd/acre).

(5) NR 110.13(1)(c)2., Wisc. Admin. Code.

(6) Includes 0.7 acre of existing Highway V right-of-way to be added to NUSA.

The sizing calculations for the approved 15-inch interceptor sewer along Hickory Lane that will
be south of the proposed 18-inch east/west interceptor sewer included projected flows from
the Research Products Subarea. The sizing calculations for the 15-inch interceptor sewer on
Hickory Lane north of this 18-inch interceptor included projected flows from the proposed Buc-
ee’s development. The sizing calculations for the primary east/west 18-inch interceptor sewer
included flows from the Research Products, Buc-ee’s, and Evans Subareas—plus other lands in
the service areas for these interceptors. As such, these interceptor sewers will have capacity to
serve the proposed NUSA expansion areas without compromising their ability to also serve lands
already in the NUSA.

Map 8 shows the locations of the proposed NUSA expansion areas within the ultimate service
areas of the approved 15-inch and 18-inch sanitary sewer interceptors. Further, the new 18-
inch interceptor main will connect to an existing sewer main in River Road. This sewer main
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eventually drains to the north end of May Apple Circle and into MH 14-196 of MMSD’s DeForest
Extension (MH14-196 to MH14-134) of the Northeast Interceptor, as shown in Map 9 below.

The 2018 MMSD Collection System Evaluation included the MMSD Northeast Interceptor. The
future service area for this interceptor included the proposed NUSA expansion areas. This
evaluation estimated the interceptor to have adequate capacity beyond the year 2040. The
pertinent interceptor capacity evaluation table (Table 4-32) from the MMSD Collection System
Evaluation appears as Table 3 in this application.

The sum of the estimated peak flow from the NUSA expansion areas (0.256 mgd) and the
estimated year 2040 peak flow in the DeForest Extension of the Northeast Interceptor is less
than the capacities of any of the segments in that interceptor extension. Therefore, the
DeForest Extension of the Northeast Interceptor has adequate capacity to serve the proposed
NUSA expansion areas.

Table 3: Northeast Interceptor — DeForest and Extensions Capacity Evaluation

Estimated
o | St sk e
From To Capacity (mgd) Amend.? | Capacity
(mgd)

(mgd) 2040 2040 2040
MH14-209 | MH14-196 339 187 213 63%
MH14-196 | MH14-193 3.39 287 3.13 92%
MH14-193 | MH14-182 551 3.08 3.34 61%
MH14-182 | MH14-171 551 3.08 3.34 61%
MH14-171 | MH14-166 551 3.23 3.49 63%
MH14-166 | MH14-165 5.5] 499 455 83%
MH14-165 | MH14-162 7.01 429 455 65%
MH14-162 | MH14-156 7.01 4.78 5.04 72%
MH14-156 | MH14-145 9.17 5.65 5.91 64%
MH14-145 | MH14-143 9.18 597 6.23 68%
MH14-143 | MH14-134 9.63 597 6.23 65%

Table Notes: (1] From Table 4-32: Northeast Interceptor - DeForest Extension, 2018 MMSD Collection System Evaluation.

{2) NUSA Amend. Peck Flows from Table 2: Estimated Wastewater Flows - Northern Urban Service Area above.
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Map 8: Service Areas for Hickory Lane Sanitary Sewer Interceptors
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Map 9: MMSD’s Northeast Interceptor - DeForest Extension
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7 Utilities—Municipal Water Service

The Village of DeForest owns and operates the municipal water supply system that will serve the
proposed NUSA expansion areas. The whole system includes the historic DeForest (“Deforest
North”) system plus the former Token Creek Sanitary District (“DeForest South”) system,
acquired in 2005. In 2021, the Village completed an interconnection between DeForest North
and South systems within lands northwest of the interchange of Interstate 39-90-94 and
Highway 19. The interconnection between the North and South systems includes a booster
station with a pressure control valve. The station can pump water from the South to the North
or allow flow from the North to the South.

In total, the system includes active Well Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 6 as well as three elevated tanks. Well
Nos. 2, 3 and 4 are in DeForest North while Well No. 6 is in DeForest South. Two elevated tanks
(300,000 gallon and 600,000 gallon) are in DeForest North and a 200,000 gallon elevated tank is
in DeForest South.

Supply

The entire system (North and South) has a well capacity of 3,560 gpm. Based on the year 2021
pumping records, the average daily demand of the DeForest system was 893,277 gallons per day
(gpd), and the maximum day demand was 1.757 mgd (1,220 gpm). Applying a peak hour to
maximum day factor of 2.0 to the maximum day demand, the peak hourly demand is estimated
to be 2,440 gpm.

Storage

Storage for the NUSA expansion areas is provided primarily by a 300,000 gallon elevated tank
and a 600,000 gallon elevated tank in the DeForest North system. The overflow elevation is
1,091 feet, the high water level is 1,089.49 feet, and the low operating level is 1,079.49 feet
(USGS Datum). Static pressure ranges for each subarea are presented in Table 4 below. These
ranges of static pressures fall within the acceptable range of 35 psi to 100 psi per Chapter NR
811 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.

Table 4: Static Pressure Ranges — NUSA Expansion Areas

High Point| Low Point | Low High
Subarea Elevation | Elevation | Static | Static
(USGS) (USGS) [Pressure|Pressure
(psi) (psi)
Evans 973.00 946.00 46 62
Buc-ee's 976.00 953.00 45 59
Research Products 960.00 938.00 52 66

Distribution
Map 7 depicts the proposed water distribution system to serve the NUSA expansion areas.

Currently, there is a 12-inch diameter water main loop within the Village of Deforest’s water
distribution system that borders the southern boundary of the Evans and Buc-ee’s Subareas.
This loop extends south along Hickory Lane and borders the east boundary of the Research
Products Subarea. Water main looping internal to the NUSA expansion areas will be required,
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with the actual routes for looping determined based on each subarea’s specific development

layout.

System Evaluation

Among the proposed land uses in the NUSA expansion areas, projected industrial uses have the
highest recommended available fire flow. A typical Insurance Services Office (I1SO)
recommended available fire flow for industrial areas is 3,500 gpm for a duration of 3.0 hours to

be provided under the maximum day demand condition. The current estimated maximum day

demand of the DeForest system is 1,220 gpm. The NUSA expansion areas are projected to

generate a maximum day demand of 79 gpm, as shown in Tables 5 and 6. Therefore, the total

estimated maximum day demand of the current DeForest system plus the NUSA expansion

areas is 1,299 gpm.

Table 5: Estimated Water Demands — Research Products Subarea

FF
Average Peak
Land Use Acres Number of Daily Maximum | Maximum Hour
Units Water |Day Water | Day Water | Water
Demand | Demand | Demand |Demand
(gpd) (gpd) (gpm) (gpm)
Industrial 334 - 10,020 19,639 14 28
Street/Rail R-O-W 1.3 - 0 0 0
Stormwater Management/Environmental Corridor 5.3 - 0 0 0
Totals = 40.0 10,020 19,639 14 28

Factors:

Industrial Demand ' =

300.0 gals./acre*day

Maximum Day/Average Day Factor * =

1.96

Peak Hour/Maximum Day Factor *=

2.0

Foolnotes: (1) Per 2018 WW flow data frem MMSD for existing USA (40,787 .5 gpd/179.5 ac = 227 gpd/facre)

(2) Village of DeForest 2021 maximum day/average day water sales ratio.

(3) Typical peak hour/maximum day factor.
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Table 6: Estimated Water Demands — Evans & Buc-ee’s Subareas

Average Peak
Land Use Acres Numl:ier of Daily | Maximum | Maximum | Hour
Units Water |Day Water|Day Water| Water
Demand | Demand | Demand |Demand
(gpd) (gpd) (gpm) | (gpm)
single Family Residential 8.0 36 4,896 9,594 7 14
Cther Type Residential 14.4 216 29,376 57,577 40 80
Commercial 42.5 12,750 24,990 18 35
Street/Rail R-O-W 2.8 0 0 ] 0
Stormwater Management/Environmental Corridor 6.1 0 0 0
Totals= B0.B 47 022 72,143 &5 12%

Factors:

Commercial Demand ' =

200.0 gals.facre*day

Per Residential Customer Water Demand *=

135.0 gals/day* customer

Maximum Day/Average Day Factor®=

1.96

Peak Hour/Maximum Day Facteor * =

a0
L4

Footnotes: (1) Per 2018 WW flow data from MMSED for existing USA (40,787.5 gpd/179.5 ac = 227 gpd/facre)

{2) Per Vilage of DeForest year 2021 residential water sales reported fo PSCW.

{3) Vilage of Deforest 2021 maoximum day/faverage day water sales ratic.

{4) Typical peak hourfmaximum day factor.

An evaluation of the Water system capacity to provide the peak hourly demand plus fire flow

follows:

Maximum Day Demand:

Fire Flow:

Pumping Capacity:

Rate Required from Storage:

Volume Required from Storage:

1,299 gpm
+ 3,500 gpm

- 3,560 gpm
1,239 gpm

(1,239 gpm)(3.0Ava hrs)(60 min/hr) = 223,045 gallons

As such, with all well pumps in operation, 223,045 gallons of storage is required to provide the
recommended fire flow for the recommended duration.

The Village presently has 900,000 gallons of total storage with the DeForest North System

elevated tanks completely full. Since elevated tanks are usually not operating completely full,

the “effective” storage is 80% of total storage. This leaves approximately 720,000 gallons of

available “effective” storage. In addition, the North-South Systems interconnection allows the

200,000 gallon elevated tank in the South System to contribute additional storage volume to the
North System in the event of a fire. Adding in 80% of the total storage from both the North and

South Systems, the total available effective storage volume is 880,000 gallons. The effective
elevated storage of 880,000 gallons is greater than the required 223,045 gallons. Therefore, the
water system has adequate capacity to provide the recommended fire flow.
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8 Stormwater Management

The proposed NUSA expansion areas are within the Upper Yahara River watershed. The Evans
and Buc-ee’s Subareas generally drain to the south and east, through a system of overland
channels to the Yahara River in the Village’s Western Green Park. The Research Products
Subarea is partially internally drained and partially draining to the southwest to the Wheeler
Wilcox Creek.

Stormwater management for the proposed NUSA expansion areas will be regulated by the
Village of DeForest’s Chapter 24 Erosion Control and Stormwater Management Ordinance and
Section NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. Stormwater management plans and
practices will meet these local and State requirements for peak flow control, TSS removal,
infiltration, and groundwater recharge. Village ordinance standards meet State and County
requirements, and include:

e Groundwater recharge rates meeting or exceeding average annual recharge rates as
estimated by the Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey in a report titled
“Groundwater Recharge in Dane County, Wisconsin Estimated by a GIS-Based Water
Balance Model.”

e Maintain pre-development peak runoff rates for the 1-year, 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, 25-
year, 100-year, and 200-year, 24-hour storm events.

e 80% TSS Controls
e 90% pre-development infiltration

e Best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the temperature of runoff for sites
located in the thermally sensitive areas

In addition to the above requirements, the Research Products and Buc-ee’s Subareas that are in
separate closed watersheds will have to meet additional requirements below:

e Pre-development modeling must include closed watershed areas

e Sites within closed watershed must be designed to achieve 90% stay-on, without
exemption

e Sijtes with areas subject to inundation (ground elevations below the watershed outlet
elevation) must include:
0 Astable outlay capable of handling overflow events
0 an emergency drawdown or pumping plan
0 storage capacity for back to back 100-year storm events

Plans for stormwater management and erosion control will include the installation of specific
BMPs in strategic locations prior to any other ground disturbing activities. Erosion control
practices will consist of BMPs necessary to limit sediment from leaving the site during ground
disturbing activities. Ground disturbing activities will be limited to specific development phases
as much as practical to reduce the area of exposed soil. Temporary sedimentation basins may
be constructed to prevent soil from leaving the site. Infiltration practices will be implemented
following substantial grading and restoration of the site.

Conceptual stormwater basins are shown on Map 6A and 6B, though precise configurations and
locations are likely to change to comply with existing ordinances based on the existing
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conditions of the sites. These basins may, in certain cases, serve a single large user and on other
occasions may serve multiple development sites and users. Where serving multiple
development sites and users, the basins will generally be Village owned and maintained. Where
serving a single user, the basins will generally be owned and maintained by that user. The
Village requires the recording of stormwater management maintenance agreements prior to the
finalization of any stormwater management permit associated with stormwater facilities that
are to be privately maintained.
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APPENDIX C

October 9, 2023

Kathleen Clark, Town Clerk
Town of Vienna
Sent via email to clerk@viennawi.gov

Dear Kathy—

This letter is intended to notify you of the Village of DeForest’s pending request to expand the
Northern Urban Service Area (NUSA) to include lands adjacent to the Town of Vienna. Inclusion
in the NUSA is required before the Village may extend utilities to serve future development on
such lands.

The Village of DeForest intends to apply to the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission to
expand the NUSA to include roughly 120 acres of land near the Interstate/Highway V
interchange, as indicated on the following map:

4324 Upland Drive Madison WI 53705 608-770-0338 mark@mdroffers.com



mailto:clerk@viennawi.gov

These parcels are within the Village
and the planning area of the Village's
Northern Interstate Corridor Plan. In
April 2023, the Village Board
incorporated the Corridor Plan into
the Village’s updated Comprehensive
Plan. The map to the right is the
adopted Corridor Plan map with the
proposed NUSA expansion areas
highlighted, and the Village’s
recommended future land uses
within each area.

We intend to submit the NUSA
expansion application by early
November. Should you have any
guestions or comments on this
application or proposal, please
forward them to me no later than
November 1, 2023 if possible.

Sincerely,

Mark Roffers
Consulting Village Planner, Village of DeForest

4324 Upland Drive Madison WI 53705 608-770-0338 mark@mdroffers.com




APPENDIX D

The purpose of this report is to identify whether and to

what extent the current and future local demand for
multiple family, workforce, senior, and affordable housing
in the Villages of Windsor and DeForest exceeds the
current supply.

DeForest-Windsor Housing

Supply & Demand Analysis
February 24, 2021
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Section 1—Findings

This section provides the key findings of this Housing Supply and Demand Analysis report, focusing on responses to the following questions
asked by Village officials to aid in future policy making regarding affordable, workforce, senior, and multiple family housing in Windsor and
DeForest. Key findings are marked in bold text below. Substantially greater detail lies within the remainder of this report.

1. Whatis the current supply of each of these different housing types in Windsor and DeForest?
DeForest and Windsor have had robust residential development over the past decade, including significant single family and multiple
family housing. (Two family/duplex housing construction has been less significant than in prior decades.)

Between 76 (DeForest) and 80 (Windsor) percent of all housing units in the Villages are owner-occupied, and between 60 percent
(DeForest) and 70 percent (Windsor) of all housing units are single family homes. The owner-occupied percentages are higher because
more two family and multiple family units are owner-occupied than single family homes that are renter occupied.

Over the past decade, the percentages of single family units relative to total housing units and the percentages of households owning
their home has remained largely unchanged, but significant multiple family (3+ unit) construction has increased its percentage relative
to two family units. This a common trend across suburban municipalities in Dane County and elsewhere.

The supply of approved but unbuilt single family homes generally decreased over the past decade. The number of improved lots actually
available for sale decreased in 2020 for the first time in several years. In other words, there have been more permits issued for single
family homes in the DeForest-Windsor area than there have been lots created.

Prices of single family homes and vacant lots have increased significantly in Windsor and DeForest over the past decade, such that the
average pre-existing single family home sells for well over $300,000, and it is increasingly difficult to have a new home built for under
$400,000 or buy a new vacant lot for much under $100,000. At the moment, the challenge with high lot prices and limited inventory
appears particularly acute in DeForest, with an average asking price of about $115,000 per vacant lot.

As of October 2020, the two Villages have provided land development approvals authorizing 1,185 multiple family units, including
apartment units intended for rental occupancy, and condominium and senior housing units in 3+ unit buildings. These have not yet
been constructed for a variety of reasons, but could address some of the needs identified in this report.

DeForest has 98 income-restricted, independent senior rental units within four separate publicly- and privately-operated
developments. There are presently no income-restricted housing units within the Village of Windsor, and no income-restricted
housing units for non-senior low-income households (including any designated “workforce” housing) in DeForest. Windsor has a
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comparably sized total population and senior population as DeForest, but a much smaller workforce. Both Villages have landlords who
rent to lower income persons through the federal Section 8 program, and both Villages have senior living communities that may be
more affordable, due to favorable taxation or otherwise.

DeForest and Windsor have some newer market-rate rental apartment and townhouse developments, requiring rents well over $1,000
per month in many cases and with very low vacancy rates. Economic uncertainty, high material costs (particularly lumber), local
governmental policies, and some community resistance are current factors limiting more construction.

2. What local and regional factors are influencing demand for these housing types?
a. Related to any shortage of affordable owner-occupied housing.
b. Related to spill-over from individuals currently living in Madison or other cities interested in relocating to
suburban areas like Windsor and DeForest. (Can we quantify?)

Several trends suggest growing demand for more smaller-scale, rental, and affordable housing options. Most new residents to DeForest
and Windsor tend to be younger than the general population of DeForest and Windsor. Households are generally smaller than in the
past, largely because they are having fewer children. Movement between jobs and regions is also occurring at a greater rate, suggesting
less interest in being tied down to any one community. Household incomes are not increasing as fast as housing costs—and in some
cases are decreasing when accounting for inflation—and many Millennials are burdened with student and other debt. This demand may
grow in the coming years as the next generations—Millennials and Gen Z—put off or refrain altogether from family formation. At the
same time, there are more senior households interested in downsizing their residences.

Recent surveys and interviews suggest that upwards of 75 percent of people moving to new homes and apartments in DeForest and
Windsor move from someplace outside of the DeForest-Windsor area. The last place of residence for many households occupying
owner-occupied, single family homes is somewhere else in Dane County. Many—if not most—new residents for rental housing appear
to have last lived outside of the Dane County region, many drawn to the County by strong job growth.

Recent social unrest and pandemic concerns in Madison, and more so in larger cities, may be accelerating this type of movement, but at
this point the full extent and lasting impact is difficult to quantify. The consultant believes that movement from Madison to places like
Windsor and DeForest will continue at much the same pace as it has before, but movement to Dane County from larger metro areas and
from rural areas will increase.

Median incomes of DeForest’s and Windsor’s households owning their home has increased between 31 and 42 percent over the past
decade, while the median sales price of a single family home has increased by 71 percent, suggesting a growing affordability problem.
Additionally, home ownership is generally out of range or a significant reach for single-earner households serving at many full-time
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jobs in DeForest and Windsor. As a result, these households typically must either rent, purchase a house in a location further from
Madison, or seek a house in DeForest or Windsor that costs significantly under $300,000. This is a shrinking commodity, and non-
existent in new single family construction locally. Therefore, housing needs may be spilling over into the rental housing market to a
greater extent than they would be with more affordable owner-occupied housing options in Windsor and DeForest.

The shortage of affordably-priced single family homes in Windsor relative to demand is likely greater than in DeForest. Still, the recent
discrepancy in average lot prices between the two Villages may begin to even this difference. DeForest lot prices are currently higher
and its supply of vacant lots for new single family homes is lower.

3. Can workers in DeForest and Windsor afford to live here? If not, what are the gaps?

Windsor and particularly DeForest have a substantial workforce, with over 7,000 jobs, but only about 11 percent live locally.

Non-DeForest residents who work in DeForest generally have lower incomes than DeForest residents who work elsewhere, are less likely

to have completed college, and are younger. This suggests a greater housing gap at the lower end to appeal to the local workforce, than
at the upper end.

Much of the DeForest-Windsor workforce earns between about $45,000-$55,000 per year. Only about 11 percent of such workers
can afford to buy a home in either of the two Villages. In general, the number of households that can afford a home with just one
income is dwindling.

About 60 percent of Windsor’s existing rental housing and about 65 percent of DeForest’s rental housing is affordable to households
making below 50 percent of the median family income.

The increasing rents for new apartments and other rental units render most of them increasingly unaffordable to much of the existing
residential renting population and to the workforce of DeForest and Windsor.

Households renting in newly-built units tend to have salaries of $55,000 to $75,000 per year, as property managers are careful to
ensure new tenants have the financial means to comfortably pay their rent. This is at or above the income range for most available
jobs in DeForest and Windsor.

Area businesses have reported that finding affordable housing near work is an issue for their workers. Many of the occupations
reporting affordability problems fall under 50 percent of the median family income for either Village, which would likely qualify these
households for subsidized family housing if there were any in either Village.
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4. What is the current and expected future (10-year) demand for each of these housing types?

Both DeForest’s and Windsor’s senior populations have grown by around 70 percent (or nearly 900 residents) over the past decade,
but the supply of independent and assisted housing specifically targeted to seniors has barely changed. The median incomes of
Windsor and DeForest households with at least one person aged 65 or greater was stagnant over the 2010s in real dollars, and
declined when accounting for inflation.

Waiting lists for age-restricted (senior) housing in DeForest and Windsor ranges from one to more than three years.

Recent growth in the senior population seems more concentrated in Windsor, but the large proportion of DeForest’s population that has
now aged out of their childrearing years suggests a spreading of that wave.

The consultant projects between 2,216 and 2,476 additional households in DeForest and Windsor between 2020 and 2030, creating a
roughly equivalent demand for new housing units. Between 1,018 to 1,112 of these additional households are projected to be senior
households.

Some of this household growth will be driven by new employment growth in DeForest and Windsor. Staff from the Capital Area
Regional Planning Commission project an increase of approximately 1,500 jobs in DeForest and Windsor between 2020 and 2030.

Several factors suggest that the two Villages may be short on market-rate rental housing. These include a widening income gap
between homeowners and renters today, increasing employment with rental-supporting pay, very low reported rental housing vacancy
rates, and a number of active proposals to increase the supply. In a prior study for the DeForest Area School District, the consultant
projected construction (demand) for over 1,000 multiple family units (i.e., in 3+ unit buildings) between 2020 and 2030. This level of
demand—upwards of 100 units built per year—seems readily attainable and “absorbable”, provided that the Villages accept that
much of this demand will be from current non-residents. The current interest in constructing new market-rate multiple family housing
in DeForest and Windsor appears to be driven more by serving regional professional job growth and (to a lesser extent) empty nesters
than the DeForest-Windsor workforce. This is not too different than the market for new single family homes that are being built.
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5. Is current supply and cost of affordable housing sufficient to meet demand from:

a.
b.
C.
d.

All current and projected resident households requiring affordable choices?
Lower-income households (i.e., incomes between 30% and 80% of the County median)?
Senior households, including but not limited to lower-income seniors?

Non-resident workers in DeForest and Windsor businesses

If not, how many units are DeForest and Windsor short (i.e., housing gap)?

Median gross rent in DeForest is approaching an unaffordable level for a renting household making median income, while median
gross rent in Windsor is unaffordable for a rental household there earning median income. Newer units being built are increasingly
more expensive and are likely unaffordable to the existing renting population and the workforce of either community, due in large
part to high construction costs.

Median incomes of Windsor and DeForest households renting their housing units has been stagnant-to-declining over the past
decade (particularly with inflation), while the median rent has increased by 28 percent in DeForest and 34 percent in Windsor.

For DeForest, the consultant estimates that:

206 total affordable rental units are currently needed, not considering any added demand from the non-resident workforce.
Additional affordable senior housing units make up 64 units of this estimated current need.

By 2030, DeForest’s projected need increases to between 286 and 291 affordable rental units in total, of which about 127 to 129
would be senior units.

If just 5 to 10 percent of DeForest’s non-resident workforce would move to DeForest if housing units were affordably priced, an
additional 190 to 382 workforce housing units would be required in DeForest today. That number is projected to grow by 50 to
100 additional workforce housing units by 2030. These could be renter and affordable owner-occupied housing units.

In Windsor, the consultant estimates that:

84 total affordable rental units are currently needed, not considering any added demand from the non-resident workforce.
Affordable senior housing units make up 42 units of this estimated current need. Other statistics included in this report suggest
that Windsor’s affordable senior housing gap may be greater.

By 2030, Windsor’s projected total need increases to between 116 to 121 affordable rental units, of which about 63 to 66 would
be senior units, or perhaps greater given other reported statistics.
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o |f just 5 to 10 percent of Windsor’s workforce would move to Windsor if housing units were affordably priced, an additional 63 to
128 workforce housing units would be required in Windsor today. These could be a combination of renter and affordable owner-
occupied housing units.

6. Where in the two Villages could these gaps best be filled? What criteria define the most suitable locations?

In general, the best locations for future workforce housing in DeForest and Windsor will be close to Highway 51 and Interstate 39-90-94.
These general locations that are both close to many local jobs and easy to get back to the places from where people may have relocated.
Still, isolating workforce housing away from neighborhood settings and burdening such housing by noise and pollution has not always
been a successful strategy in other areas.

Because DeForest has about three times as many jobs as Windsor, DeForest may wish to assign a greater priority to workforce
housing. Because Windsor has a larger older population than DeForest and no current supply of income-restricted senior housing,
Windsor may wish to assign a greater priority to affordable senior housing. However, it is unlikely that most workers or seniors will
care which of the two Villages they call home, the best sites don’t necessarily follow Village limits.
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Section 2—Introduction
This section provides the background, purpose, key data sources and methods, and definitions for this Housing Supply and Demand Analysis
report.

Background

Dane County has a housing shortage. County-wide, construction of new housing has not kept up with the pace of population and job growth.?
The shortage spans different housing types (e.g., single family, multiple family), tenures (i.e., owner- and renter-occupancy), and forms (i.e., fee-
simple land ownership and condominium). This shortage has translated to increased housing costs; in other words, less affordability. This
affects all current and potential residents, but particularly those with more limited and fixed incomes including the elderly. Further, as job
growth outpaces housing growth, workers often find themselves unable to afford a home within the community where they work, forcing them
to live or relocate elsewhere with longer commutes.

The Villages of DeForest and Windsor, located in northcentral Dane County, had in the past been one of the more affordable places in Dane
County to live. This has changed in recent years. As recently as 2009, the median home sales price in the DeForest-Windsor market was among
the lowest within suburban Dane County markets and below the County median. By 2019, DeForest-Windsor’s median price had increased 71
percent and was above the County median.? Further, new apartments in Windsor and DeForest are generally unavailable for under $1,000 per
month, with rents $1,200 and up more common.® As presented in this report, vacancy rates for most housing in the two Villages are very low.

These changes have prompted concerns in the community that many current and prospective residents and workers in DeForest and Windsor
are unable to find or keep suitable and affordable housing. The challenge appears to be mounting. The first members of the 20-year Baby Boom
generation are now 75 years old. Further, household income growth is not keeping up with housing cost increases.

In response, there is interest in the community in promoting additional housing of various types, and in working towards greater affordability.
Housing market conditions have also prompted growing interest from residential builders—particularly those interested in constructing market-
rate multiple family housing and senior housing. This interest seems to have been tempered only by rising material costs (particularly lumber)
and broader economic concerns among the development and building community.

Purpose
Village policy makers commissioned this report for objective information to help them address these concerns, forge new and revised housing
policies, respond appropriately to pending housing construction proposals, and perhaps actively encourage housing to serve identified needs.

1 Dane County Housing Needs Assessment, 2019 Update
2 South Central Wisconsin Multiple Listing Service
3 Internet searches; interviews with rental apartment builders
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The report does not include new or revised policies, or suggestions for them, except perhaps for siting, design, and other criteria in the final
section. Instead, the Villages may use the information in this report to develop, refine, and incorporate policy documents like their respective
comprehensive plans.

The purpose of this report is to identify whether and to what extent the current and future local demand for multiple family, workforce, senior,
and affordable housing in the Villages of DeForest and Windsor exceeds the current supply. For purposes of this report, the “future” is defined
as the next decade and other terms like “affordable” and “workforce” are defined below.

This report is further intended and organized to:

e Define and identify the current demand for the housing types listed above.

e Explore needs of vulnerable populations, such as low-income and senior households.

e Assess the current stock of housing options in each Village to serve these demands and needs.

e Forecast the future demand for these same housing types based on anticipated population growth and change.

e Identify where there are gaps in the current supply versus the current and future demand for these housing types, the extent of those
gaps where they exist, and the extent to which these can be divided between the two Villages.

e Provide criteria—and potential locations that meet these criteria—for new housing to fill identified gaps. (At the request of both
Villages, this is the only part of the report where policy suggestions are offered.)

The questions and answers in the preceding “Findings” section further define the purpose of this report.

Data Sources and Methodologies

Through this report, the consultant utilized and cited a number of local, county, regional, state, and federal data sources. Perhaps the most
prominent is the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, which will be abbreviated to its common acronym, ACS, throughout the
report. The ACS is a demographics survey program that the Bureau conducts annually utilizes the 2019 5-Year Estimate, which provides the
most reliable and up-to-date demographic data available when analyzing populations with fewer than 20,000 people. Later in 2021, data from
the 2020 decennial Census count will come available, which could be used to supplant some of this ACS data.

The consultant has researched a number of methods to answer the above questions, and has selected a handful based on their applicability and
available data. These are documented in this report, particularly in Sections 4 and 5.

The quantitative data and methods were enhanced by interviews, including of local builders, housing staff and advocates, and social and
community services personnel. The consultant also utilized housing data it has assembled, analyzed, and projected for the DeForest Area School
District, which encompasses both Villages, and other information it has assembled and analyzed.
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Definitions

The term “affordable housing” and other related terms can have different definitions. For purposes of this report, the following definitions are
used:

e AFFORDABLE HOUSING — Any housing which has a cost (including utilities) that requires no more than 30 percent of a household’s
income. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and others including lenders and rental property managers
have calculated 30 percent as the maximum desired percentage a household with income constraints can afford to pay for housing while
having enough remaining income to pay for other nondiscretionary costs. Therefore, whether housing is affordable is relative to
household income, and the size of the local population in different income classes relative to housing costs determines the extent to
which that locality’s housing is affordable.

e AREA MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME — HUD calculates this statistic for each metropolitan area throughout the United States. This report
uses the 2020 Madison, WI HUD Fair Market Rent Area for median household income, which includes all of Dane County. This income
chart is used to determine Fair Market Rents (FMRs) and income limits for HUD programs. Households in existing subsidized units in the
DeForest-Windsor area are subject to these limits.

e COMMUNITY-BASED RESIDENTIAL FACILITY (CBRF) — A place where 5 or more unrelated people live together in a community setting.
Services provided include room and board, supervision, support services, and may include up to 3 hours of nursing care per week.

e COST-BURDENED — A condition affecting a household when its monthly housing costs (including utilities) exceed 30 percent of that
household’s monthly income.

e HOUSEHOLD — All people living in a single housing unit. Members of a household can be related or unrelated—a family is a common but
not the only type of household. “Non-family households” include one-person households and households with people who share a
housing unit but are not related.

e HOUSING TENURE — A term used to describe whether a particular housing unit is owned by its occupant, or rented to its occupant by
another person or group that lives elsewhere.

e HOUSING UNIT — A place of dwelling for one household, separated by walls from other housing units. Also commonly known as a
“dwelling unit” or a “home”. Single family homes, two family/duplex units (2 per building), residential apartment units, and residential
condominium units, and most senior housing units are all housing units. Group living facilities, like memory care facilities, are not
housing units.
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e LOW INCOME — A condition when a household’s adjusted gross income is below their jurisdiction’s median household income, which
varies by household size. Adjustments to gross income include such items as educator expenses, student loan interest, alimony
payments, and contributions to a retirement account.

e SENIOR HOUSING — Housing that is intended for persons that are 65 years of age or older. Specific assistance programs or housing
options may have their own set age for “senior” eligibility that is different, such as 62 or even 55 years old. “Senior housing” is not a

housing characteristic measured or tracked by the U.S. Census.

e WORKFORCE HOUSING — Housing priced to be affordable and otherwise intended to meet the needs of the workforce in an area.
Typically, the “workforce” being considered are households whose incomes are too high to qualify for public assistance programs, but
too low to afford many housing options available in their area. In Wisconsin, “workforce housing” is typically defined as*:

0 For renters, households earning up to 60 percent of the area median family income.
0 For homeowners: households earning up to 120 percent of the area’s median income.

4 Dane County Workforce Housing Gap Fact Sheet, from the 2017 Dane County Housing Summit
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Section 3—Population and Employment Profile

This section features current conditions, trends, and projections for the population and workforce in DeForest and Windsor. Current and
future residents and workers form the demand for different housing types in the two Villages—both today and over the next decade.

General Population and Household Trends

Figure 1 shows the total population increase and the senior population increase for Dane County and both Villages between 2010 and 2019.
Over this period, the total population of Dane County grew 12 percent and its senior population grew 54 percent. Increases in Windsor and
DeForest’s total population were similar to the County’s and to each other, but the senior population grew less rapidly in DeForest than in
Windsor. Windsor’s senior population is estimated to have grown by 377 people, or by 50 percent, over the past decade. There are now nearly
550 more senior citizens in DeForest and Windsor than there were in 2010. The opening of The Legacy assisted senior living facility in DeForest
in 2020 may have increased DeForest’s senior population slightly.

Figure 1: Population Growth, 2010 to 2019

Dane County DeForest Windsor
2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change 2010 2019 Change
Population 488,073 546,695 +12% 8,936 10,179 +14% 6,345 7,110 +12%
Seniors (Ages 65+) 50,144 77,385 +54% 888 1,059 +19% 760 1,137 +50%

Source: 2010 Census, Table P12; 2019 ACS, Table S0101

Figure 2 tracks change by age group within the Villages. The population is sorted by pre-school children, school-age children, adults in their
childrearing years, adults in their “empty-nester” years, and seniors—providing further insight as to how the population of the two Villages has
changed over the past ten years.

In DeForest, the percentage of the population that was in their empty nester years grew, while the school-age and childrearing cohort
decreased. Meanwhile, the median age of DeForest residents increased from 35.6 to 36.6 years old. This suggests that, between 2010 and
2019, many DeForest households aged out of their childrearing years, but still had older children at home. Many of these parents will be senior
citizens in another decade, joining the increasing cohort already over 65.

In Windsor, the senior cohort increased as the empty-nester cohort decreased, and the percentages of school-age children and adults in their
childrearing years largely did not change. Windsor’s median age changed very little from 2010 to 2019.
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Figure 2: Median Age and Age Cohorts as a Percent of Total Population, 2010 to 2019

DeForest
2010 2019
Median Age 35.6 36.6
Total Population 8,936 10,179
Under 5 Years Old 7% 8%
5to 19 Years Old 23% 21%
20 to 44 Years 36% 33%
45 to 64 Years Old 24% 27%
Ages 65+ 10% 10%

Source: 2010 Decennial Census, Tables P12 and P13; 2019 ACS, Table S0101

Windsor
2010 2019

39.8 40.4
6,345 7,110
5% 6%
14% 13%
22% 22%
21% 18%
9% 11%

Both Villages had a 1 percent increase in the percentage of the population under the age of 5. Many of the younger adults in the childrearing
cohort may be starting to have children, but locally and nationally the birth rate has decreased over the past several years and particularly since
the start of the pandemic. The number of births in Windsor has ranged from 56 to 81 per year since 2014, and does not appear to be on an
upward trajectory. By contrast, Windsor’s senior population is not nearly the same size as its school-aged population.

In 2018, the consultant conducted a survey for the DeForest Area School District of households who had built new single family homes within
DeForest and Windsor between 2015 to 2017. Notably, almost half the responding households in newly-built homes within DeForest did not
have any school-age or younger children and one-third of new Windsor households did not.
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Figure 3 provides household characteristics for both Villages, including housing tenure and type of household.

Figure 3: Household Characteristics, 2019

DeForest Windsor
Total Households 3,833 2,710
Homeowner 76% 80%
Renter 24% 20%
Family Households 72% 74%
Non-Family Households 28% 26%

Source: ACS, Tables DP04 and 51903

The percentages of homeowner households in DeForest and Windsor are greater than the percentage of single family homes in each Village.
This is because few single family homes are renter-occupied but a number of duplexes and multiple family units (e.g., condominiums) are owner
occupied.

When compared to homeownership levels in 2010, the ratio of homeowners to renters remains unchanged in both Villages. This maintenance
of homeownership levels has occurred despite construction of multiple family units (3+ units per building) in both Villages over this period,
which are usually to be occupied by renters. Not all “homeowners” own single family detached homes—some own condominium units.
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Household Incomes

An assessment of incomes among the existing households in both Villages is central in evaluating housing affordability. Figure 4 provides the
median incomes for all households within each Village, and for different types of households within the Villages, along with how incomes have
changed since 2010.

Figure 4: Median Incomes for Different Household Types

DeForest Windsor
2019 Change from 2019 Change from

2010 2010

Median Income (All Households) $88,151 +28% $97,004 +34%
By Housing Tenure

Owner Median Income $103,575 +31% $118,476 +42%

Renter Median Income $42,105 -7% $37,150 +12%
By Family Structure

Median Family Income $102,833 +30% $123,480 +55%

Median Non-Family Income $46,591 +14% $48,342 +15%

Median Income for households $39,688 -2% $52,574 +4%

with > one person age 65+
Source: ACS, Tables B25119 and 51903

In both Villages—not accounting for inflation—median incomes for all households, family, and homeowner households increased. Gains were
more modest for non-family households, and probably mostly stagnant when accounting for inflation. Particularly when accounting for inflation,
incomes for renter households and senior households were stagnant to declining. The presence of senior housing buildings dedicated to low
income seniors in DeForest (but not Windsor) may be a reason for the lower median income for senior households in DeForest than in Windsor.

Homeowner household incomes are $60,000 to $80,000 greater than renter household incomes, and family incomes are $55,000 to $75,000
greater than non-family household incomes. This is at least partially attributable to homeowners and families being more likely to have two
income earners. These facts also may suggest that DeForest and Windsor have a relatively narrow range of rental housing options, including
limited choices with higher rents that are appealing and affordable to higher-income renters.

The comparatively low incomes for non-family households and for seniors are a factor when measuring housing affordability in Windsor and
DeForest, as will be calculated in a subsequent section of this report.

February 24, 2021 Page 18



Who's Moving to DeForest and Windsor
Among interest to Village officials are the following questions: To what extent are housing demands driven by current residents of DeForest and
Windsor versus prospective residents? To what extent are Villages accommodating interests of potential future residents through their policies?

Clearly, the population of DeForest and Windsor is growing. Like most suburban communities, that increase is not coming from births to existing
residents alone. Figure 5 provides the estimated number, origin, and median age of new residents over the past year. The data in Figure 5
suggests that for both communities, only about 10 percent of the population moves within a given year.

An estimated 8 percent of new residents moved to DeForest from within Dane County. On average, these new residents were about three to
four years younger than DeForest residents who had not moved within the past year. New residents that moved to Windsor from within Dane
County were five years younger than existing Windsor residents. Notably, about 2 percent of the population moved to Windsor from outside
Dane County over the prior year, and these residents were on average 73.4 years old. The consultant suspects, and this report will later discuss,
that Windsor’s housing options for seniors may be drawing interest from outside the area.

Figure 5: Origin and Age of New Residents
DeForest Windsor
Median Age Population Median Age Population

Lived in the same house 1 year ago 37.2 91% 40.7 89%
Moved within Dane County 33.7 8% 35.7 4%
Moved from a different county within Wisconsin 31.9 1% 73.4 2%
Moved from outside Wisconsin n/a 0% 33.9 1%
Moved from outside United States 28.6 <1% n/a 0%

Source: ACS, Tables B07002 and B07013. Population totals may not add up to 100% due to rounding.

Figure 6 provides an estimate of housing tenure for the new residents reported in Figure 5. For both communities, about 70 percent of new
residents buy their home, and about 30 percent rent their home. This is consistent with data presented in Figure 3.

Figure 6: Housing Tenure of New Residents
DeForest Windsor
Own 70% 72%
Rent 30% 28%
Source: ACS, Tables B07002
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Figure 7 includes the results from the 2018 survey of new homeowners in the two Villages as they related to prior place of residence.
Significantly, about 3 of every 4 responding households living in a newly constructed home moved from somewhere outside of the DeForest
Area School District. This is consistent with more anecdotal information of people moving to new rental apartments and condominiums in
DeForest and Windsor, and common to growing suburban areas like Windsor and DeForest.

Figure 7: Survey of Households in Newly-Built Homes, 2015 to 2017

Moved to...
DeForest Windsor

Total Households Surveyed 101 53
Moved from...

Elsewhere in Dane County 50% 47%

Within DASD 22% 26%

Outside of Dane County, but within Wisconsin 17% 13%

Outside of Wisconsin 11% 13%
Select Household Characteristics

No children in household 46% 32%

Household has children under age of 5 12% 19%

Source: MDRoffers Consulting, 2018

There has been significant discussion concerning whether concerns surrounding the recent social unrest and pandemic are accelerating
movement from Madison to suburban areas like Windsor and DeForest, and from larger metropolitan areas to smaller ones like Dane County. It
seems too soon to find reliable statistical information to support whether movement away from the City of Madison is or will be any greater,
though local real estate activity in later 2020 suggested an uptick in interest for larger homes outside denser urban areas.® It does seem likely
that Dane County as a whole will have more population and employment growth from larger metropolitan areas, driven by these types of
concerns and others, including mobility and job creation. Dane County’s employment is driven in large part by healthcare, insurance, and
technology, which should continue to thrive. For example, the nation’s biggest technology employment migration increase was in the Madison
area. The area was gaining 1.02 technology workers for each one that left in 2019. In 2020, it gained 1.77 technology workers for each one
lost—a 74 percent increase.®

5 “Freed from the office, Madison telecommuters are snapping up rural homes”, The Capital Times, August 13, 2020.
6 “Where Tech Workers Are Moving: New LinkedIn Data vs. the Narrative”, Big Technology Magazine, December 17, 2020.
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Projected Population and Households

Projected population and, in particular, projected households form the basis for future demand for housing. Figure 8 provides population and
household projections, under “moderate growth” and “higher growth” scenarios. The consultant utilized population projections from CARPC for
each Village, and from that and other State data formulated household projections for senior households to reach a “moderate growth”
projection. The “higher growth” projections are from the consultant’s 2018 housing projections for the DeForest Area School District.

Figure 8: Population and Household Projections, 2020 to 2030

DeForest Windsor Both Villages
20201 2030 Increase 20201 2030 Increase 20201 2030 Increase

Total Population 10,344 12,455 +2,111 8,193 9,368 +1,175 18,537 21,823 +3,286

Senior Population 1,059 2,108 +1,049 1,137 1,499 +362 2,196 3,606 +1,410
Moderate Total Households 3,833 4,982 +1,149 2,710 3,777 +1,067 6,543 8,759 +2,216
Growth
Projection?  Senior Households 788 1,568 +780 746 983 +237 1,534 2,552 +1,018
Higher Total Households 4,113 5,412 +1,300 3,490 4,666 +1,176 7,603 10,079 +2,476
Growth
Projection®*  Senior Households 845 1,704 +858 961 1,215 +254 1,806 2,919 +1,112

Sources: 2020 and 2030 Total Population Projections—Capital Area Regional Planning Commission; 2019 Total and Senior Households—ACS

! Senior population and total household and senior households for the Moderate Growth Projection in the 2020 column for each Village are 2019 estimates
from the ACS, Table S1903.

2 The results of the Moderate Growth Projection scenario were calculated based on population projections provided by CARPC, household size, and
progression of existing age cohorts.

3 The results of the Higher Growth Projection scenario were calculated based on 2020 and 2030 housing unit estimates made for the DeForest Area School
District by MDRoffers Consulting in 2018.

In sum, DeForest and Windsor are projected to have somewhere between 2,216 to 2,476 more households over the next decade, of which
between 1,018 to 1,112 are projected to be senior households.

Both Villages are projected to grow. Senior household growth is expected to be greater in DeForest than Windsor. This owes to the relatively
greater population that is now in its 50s in DeForest. DeForest’s senior population is projected to increase from between 99 and 102 percent in
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the 2020s, while Windsor’s is projected to increase from between 26 and 32 percent. In contrast, DeForest’s non-senior population is projected
to increase by between 12 and 14 percent in the 2020s, while Windsor’s is projected to increase from between 36 and 42 percent.

The consultant’s prior work for the DeForest Area School District allows a more detailed look at projected housing units and the households that
may live in them. As part of its 2018 study, the consultant projected future housing units through 2030 based on municipal and developer plans
and on market assessment. While not exactly household projections, each projected housing unit is occupied by a household, unless it is vacant.
The consultant divided its projections by single family, two family, and multiple family units. Figure 9 includes the results.

Figure 9: Housing Unit Projections by Housing Type, 2020 to 2030

DeForest
2020 2030 Increase
Total Housing Units 4,329 5,697 +1,368
Single Family +749
Duplex +68
Multiple Family +551
Windsor
2020 2030 Increase
Total Housing Units 3,674 4,912 +1,238
Single Family +733
Duplex +38
Multiple Family +467

Between 2020 and 2030, the consultant projected 1,368 new housing units in the Village of DeForest, with about 55 percent projected to be
single family units. For the Village of Windsor, the consultant projected 1,238 housing units in the same ten year period, with about 59 percent
projected to be single family units—slightly higher than DeForest’s projected percentage. Some of Windsor’s planned housing areas lack public
sewer and water, which leads to such areas developing almost exclusively with single family homes.

While a majority of projected housing units are single family homes, the consultant projections include over 1,000 multiple family units between
the two Villages between 2020 and 2030. These were mainly expected to take the form of rental housing, including for seniors.

Type of unit becomes important when determining the needs of special populations, such as low-income households and senior households.
While there are typically more housing units than households in any given municipality, household projections can help the Villages understand
roughly how many units may be needed by certain demographics in the future.
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Local Workforce Estimates

The geographic position of DeForest and Windsor along Interstates 39-90-94 and Highway 51 means that its residents have easy transportation
access to the region’s multiple job centers. It also means that workers living elsewhere, including in Madison and in more rural areas particularly
to the north, can easily get to jobs in Windsor and particularly DeForest.

Figure 10 shows the most recent data (2018) that compares those who live in DeForest against those who work in DeForest, and those who live
in Windsor against those who work in Windsor. The source is U.S. Census OnTheMap LODES data.

In DeForest, the number of people living in the Village and commuting elsewhere to work was almost exactly the same as those who drive to
DeForest from elsewhere to work—about 5,000 people each way. Only 661 residents both lived and worked in DeForest. Most DeForest
residents (79 percent) work elsewhere in Dane County. Only 55 percent of non-residents who come to DeForest for work live in Dane County.
The geographic range for workers coming to DeForest spans southern Wisconsin and even northern lllinois. A quarter of workers commuting to
DeForest travel more than 50 miles. Non-DeForest residents who work in DeForest generally earn less than DeForest residents who work
elsewhere, have lower incomes, are less likely to have completed college, and are younger.

Nearly all working Windsor residents commute outside of Windsor for work. The population of those coming to Windsor for work is smaller
than that of DeForest, because Windsor has about 30 percent of the jobs that DeForest has.

Workforce Projections

Staff from the Capital Area Regional Planning Commission (CARPC) estimate that employment in DeForest and Windsor had grown from the
6,504 reported in Figure 10 (5,027 in DeForest; 1,477 in Windsor) to 7,617 in 2020. CARPC staff further project employment in the two Villages
to grow to about 9,154 jobs by 2030—or by 1,537 jobs or 20 percent between 2020 and 2030. Some of these new workers will undoubtedly
look to Windsor and DeForest as a place to live as well.

The types of projected jobs cover a broad range. Reflecting the established industries in Windsor and DeForest, expansions are likely to include
service-based, industrial, and construction positions. New local jobs may come from industry clusters such as medical and agriculture
technology, which are being targeted for expansion in the Dane County region by local government officials and entrepreneurs. DeForest and
Windsor are well-positioned for the production and distribution required by those industries, given the location of expansion areas along
Interstate 39-90-94 and proximity to Dane County Regional Airport’s freight terminal. Because DeForest and Windsor have modest levels of
retail positions, expected national job losses in that industry will not be felt as much locally.
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Figure 10: Select Characteristics of DeForest and Windsor Residents and Workers, 2018

Number of Workers

Top 5 Occupations

Travel Distance to Work (One-Way)
Locations

Ages

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher
Earns more than $3,333 per month

Number of Workers

Top 5 Occupations

Travel Distance to Work
Locations

Ages

Bachelor’s Degree or Higher
Makes more than $3,333 per month
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Live in DeForest, Live Elsewhere,

Work Elsewhere Work in DeForest
4,604 5,027
661 people live AND work in DeForest; 331 people live in DeForest and work in Windsor
Healthcare (13.5%) Transportation/Warehousing (28.0%)
Educational Services (10.9%) Educational Services (11.1%)
Manufacturing (8.5%) Agriculture (9.5%)
Retail Trade (9.7%) Manufacturing (7.7%)
Public Administration (7.0%) Wholesale Trade (7.6%)
83% work within 24 miles of home 67% live < 24 miles away; 23% live > 50 miles
4,409 (79%) of DeForest residents work in Dane 55% live elsewhere in Dane County and 11% live in
County; 52% work in Madison Columbia County; otherwise, wide draw
20 to 29 years: 21% 20 to 29 years: 25%
30 to 54 years: 57% 30 to 54 years: 52%
25% 17%
53% 46%

Live in Windsor, Live Elsewhere,
Work Elsewhere Work in Windsor
3,997 1,477
116 people live AND work in Windsor; 141 people live in Windsor and work in DeForest
Healthcare (13.4%) Manufacturing (37.0%)
Educational Services (10.9%) Waste Management (10.5%)
Manufacturing (9.4%) Wholesale Trade (9.1%)
Retail Trade (9.3%) Construction (7.9%)
Finance/Insurance (6.6%) Healthcare (7.0%)
84% work within 24 miles of home 72% live < 24 miles away; 18% live > 50 miles
3,298 (78%) work in Dane County; 53% work in 58% live elsewhere in Dane County and 15% in
Madison Columbia County; otherwise, wide draw
20 to 29 years: 25%
30 to 54 years: 50%
16%
49%

20 to 29 years: 20%
30 to 54 years: 58%
25%

57%
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Section 4—Existing Housing Characteristics

This section describes the current supply of housing in Windsor and DeForest, including its type, quantity, and affordability. This information
provides a next step in identifying potential affordable, workforce, senior, and multiple family housing gaps in the Villages today and over the
next decade.

General Housing Inventory and Mix

Figure 11 provides a breakdown of housing types by household tenure, as of 2019. In DeForest and Windsor, 76 and 80 percent of all housing
units were owner-occupied, respectively. A large majority of single family homes are owner-occupied, and a lower majority of two family and
multiple family housing units are renter-occupied.

Figure 11: Occupied Housing Units by Type and Tenure, 2019

DeForest Windsor
Homeowner Renter Total Units Homeowner Renter Total Units
Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied

Single Family 2,510 44 2,554 Single Family 1,887 115 2,002
Two Family 250 142 392 Two Family 152 114 266
Multiple Family 141 746 887 Multiple Family 125 317 442
(3+ Units) (3+ Units)
Total Units 2,901 932 3,833 Total Units 2,164 546 2,710

Source: ACS, Table S2504

Figures 12 through 15 track how the mix of housing units has changed between 2010 and 2020 in DeForest and Windsor. Both Villages
experienced growth in the number of each housing unit type between 2010 and 2020.

Single family homes currently make up about 60 percent of all housing units in DeForest and 70 percent in Windsor. Windsor’s percentage is
understandably higher because Windsor has some residential development areas that are not served by public utilities, which tend to be almost

exclusively single family.

The proportion of multiple family units relative to the entire housing stock increased slightly over the past decade. This is mostly due to larger
numbers of multiple family units constructed, particularly in 2017 and 2018, as opposed to lesser single family construction. This phenomenon
has been common in suburban Dane County over the past decade. In fact, a substantial majority of new housing units in places like Middleton,
Fitchburg, and Sun Prairie has been in the form of multiple family units over the past decade.
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Housing Type
Single Family
Two Family
Multiple Family
Total Housing Units

Housing Type
Single Family
Two Family

Multiple Family

Housing Type
Single Family
Two Family
Multiple Family
Total Units

Housing Type
Single Family
Two Family

Multiple Family

2010
2,103
671
674
3,448

2010
61%
19%
20%

2010
1,827
327
426
2,580

2010
71%
13%
17%

Figure 12: Village of DeForest Total Housing Units by Type, 2010-2020

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020*

2,121 2,147 2,182 2,216 2,249 2,274 2,340 2,425 2,484 2,549
677 677 677 683 685 687 707 731 759 777
674 674 674 674 674 682 814 882 882 897

3,472 3,498 3,533 3,573 3,608 3,643 3,861 4,038 4,125 4,223
Figure 13: Village of DeForest Mix of All Housing Units, 2010-2020

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
61% 61% 62% 62% 62% 62% 61% 60% 60% 60.4%
19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 18% 18% 18% 18.4%
19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 21% 22% 21% 21.2%

Figure 14: Village of Windsor Total Housing Units by Type, 2010-2020

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020*
1,861 1,894 1,943 1,995 2,055 2,128 2,210 2,285 2,360 2,424
327 327 327 337 347 347 349 351 375 385
443 443 447 451 451 475 532 639 647 647
2,631 2,664 2,717 2,783 2,853 2,950 3,091 3,275 3,382 3,456
Figure 15: Village of Windsor Mix of All Housing Units, 2010-2020

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
71% 71% 72% 72% 72% 72% 71% 70% 70% 70.1%
12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 11% 11% 11.1%
17% 17% 16% 16% 16% 16% 17% 20% 19% 18.7%

Sources for Figures 12-15: Villages of DeForest and Windsor Building Permit Records (construction since 2010), US Census Bureau (2010 data)
*2020 data is only through September 30, 2020
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Senior Housing Inventory
Both Villages include a number of housing options that are generally limited to seniors, through most are not income-restricted.

These include market-rate owner-occupied condominium and rental apartments with occupancy typically restricted to adults aged 55+ and no
income restrictions. For the condominiums and some rental apartments, meals and transportation are not provided. For other such
apartments, even where kitchens are typically provided, some meals, transportation, and community services are often also provided. These
together are often called “independent living” options.

Other types of senior units are typically located within a community-based residential facility (CBRF). This is defined as a place where 5 or more
unrelated people live together in a community setting, licensed by the State of Wisconsin. Services provided include room and board,
supervision, support services, and some nursing care. “Assisted living” apartment units are for seniors who cannot live independently and need
help with daily living activities, such as eating and sometimes bathing. Assisted living is also available in smaller group settings, such as a single
family home. In either case, skilled care is on site to provide assistance.

Other options, such as nursing homes and memory care facilities, serve seniors with chronic conditions that require 24-hour care and
monitoring.

All of the above options may be provided separately from one another, or as part of a larger senior campus or group of affiliated facilities.

Figure 16 shows the breakdown of housing units that are currently restricted to senior households in both Windsor and DeForest. DeForest has
a greater quantity of both independent units and units and rooms within a CBRF setting.

Figure 16: Senior Housing Inventory

Non-CBRF Community-Based Residential Facility (CBRF)
Condominium 1-bedrooom 2-bedroom Independent Assisted Living Memory Total
unit apartment unit apartment unit Living Care/Disability Units/Beds
DeForest 62 86 12 32 42 132 366
Windsor 62 - 48 - 46 - 173

Source: Village of DeForest Housing Authority, Wisconsin Department of Health Searches CBRF Registry, and internet search.

Within the totals in Figure 16, DeForest and Windsor each have “life lease” residential communities for adults over the age of 55, which are not
income-restricted. Jefferson Square, in DeForest, has 62 two-bedroom condominium-style units and Parkside Village, in Windsor, has 62
condominium-style units and 48 2-bedroom apartment units. In a life lease arrangement, each occupant pays an entrance fee and monthly fees
in exchange for exclusive use of a housing unit in perpetuity. Upon leaving, the tenant is refunded much of the entrance fee. The monthly fee
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covers the development payment-in-lieu-of-(property) taxes (PILOT), landscaping, maintenance, and other incidental fees. For Jefferson Square,
the entrance fee is between $164,000 to $170,000, and the monthly fee is $420. There are over 30 households on its waiting list, which equates
to a likely wait of 3 to 4 years. For Parkside Village, the entrance fee is between $184,900 and $194,900 for a condominium-style unit and
between $120,900 and $155,400 for an apartment unit, and the monthly fee is $485. There are currently about 25 households on its waiting list
for an apartment unit and over 100 for a condominium-style unit, which equates to a likely wait of over a year to two years, respectively. The
majority of residents in both communities previously resided elsewhere in DeForest or Windsor, followed by Sun Prairie and the east side of
Madison.

Also within the above totals, DeForest has three publicly subsidized independent senior rental properties that are income-restricted with a total
of 64 apartment units, and one Low-Income Housing Tax Credit independent senior housing development with 34 income-restricted apartment
units (98 total units). The waiting list to get a unit in subsidized senior housing, currently available in DeForest only, is over two years.

The length of the waiting lists for the above facilities, combined with anticipation of an aging population, indicate unmet demand in the senior
housing market.

Other Low Income Housing Inventory
There are presently no income-restricted housing units within the Village of Windsor—senior or otherwise—and no income-restricted housing
units exclusively for non-senior low-income households in either Windsor or DeForest.

There are households in DeForest and Windsor utilizing federal Section 8 vouchers to help cover their monthly housing costs. The Section 8
voucher moves with the household instead of being tied to a specific rental development or unit. Willing landlords may rent their housing units
to Section 8 voucher holders, or to the general population not participating in the Section 8 program. In either case, the rent is at market rate,
but a portion of the rent for Section 8 households is covered by the program.

Units rented to Section 8 participants are not included in the inventory of low-income housing units. The consultant found no system that tracks
and reports how many Section 8 vouchers are used in any municipality. Relatedly, landlords who accept the vouchers are not required to
disclose what units are being subsidized through vouchers, and may decide at any time to discontinue participation in the program. While the
Section 8 voucher program has been in existence for decades, it is possible that the funding could be eliminated at any time. There is also a
lengthy waiting list for vouchers within Dane County, which is currently closed to new applicants except for those with a disability.

Inventory of Approved but Unbuilt Housing
Some of the current and future demand for housing could be accommodated within developments that have already received zoning and
subdivision approvals, but where some or all of the approved housing units have yet to be built.
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As of October 2020, there are 2,493 housing units that are approved but not yet built in the DeForest-Windsor area. Of this total, 1,077 are
future single family units (43% of total), 231 are future duplex units potentially including senior-restricted duplex units (9%), and 1,185 are future
multiple family units within 3+ unit condominium, apartment, and senior housing facilities (48%).

Figure 17: Inventory of Approved but Unbuilt Housing Units, DeForest-Windsor Area, October 2020

Single Family Duplex Units Multiple Family Units Total Approved
Homes (including Renter, (including Renter, but Unbuilt
Owner, Senior) Owner, Senior) Housing Units
Village of DeForest 494 181 641 1,316
Village of Windsor 583 50 544 1,177
DeForest-Windsor Area Totals 1,077 231 1,185 2,493
Percentage of D-W Total in Each Housing Type 43% 9% 48%

Sources: Village Planning and Zoning Departments, MDRoffers Consulting (Note: Does not include any Windsor developments outside of the DeForest Area
School District.)

The supply of approved but unbuilt single family homes has generally decreased over the past five years. In other words, there have been more
permits issued for single family homes in the DeForest-Windsor area than there have been lots approved in new subdivisions. Over this same
period, the inventory of lots available for sale had been increasing, but decreased to 323 lots by October 2020.
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Apartment Rents

While more multiple family units have been added to the housing stock, rents have still increased. Figure 18 shows the progression of median
gross rent for all rental units between 2010 to 2019, along with median gross rent by the number of bedrooms in a rental unit for 2019. Most of
the recently built multiple family units in either Village have only 1 or 2 bedrooms, with most of these renting for at least $1,100 per month. The
next section of this report has further analysis of local rents against incomes.

Figure 18: Median Gross Rent, 2010-2019
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$1,100 $1,100
$1,000 $1,006
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Source: ACS, Table B25064
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Single Family Home and Lot Prices

As indicated in Figure 19, the median sale price of single family homes in the DeForest-Windsor area increased 71 percent between 2009 and
2019—the greatest percentage increase of larger municipalities in Dane County. In 2009, the median sale price of existing DeForest-Windsor
homes was 15 percent below the Dane County median. As of 2019, DeForest-Windsor homes were priced 8 percent above the Dane County
median. The 2019 median sale price in DeForest-Windsor was comparable to Cottage Grove, Fitchburg, and Verona; 12 percent greater than
neighboring Sun Prairie; but still 30 percent less than neighboring Waunakee.

Figure 19: Median Sale Price of Existing Single Family Homes by Municipal Market

Municipality 2009 2013 2019 2009-2019 Change
Cottage Grove $236,000 $234,900 $322,900 37%
DeForest-Windsor $185,950 $188,400 $318,450 71%
Fitchburg $245,000 $237,500 $324,102 32%
McFarland $222,700 $226,500 $374,950 68%
Middleton $250,000 $275,000 $361,500 45%
Monona $183,000 $190,000 $300,000 64%
Oregon $215,000 $206,500 $306,575 43%
Stoughton $168,900 $170,000 $247,000 46%
Sun Prairie $189,000 $192,500 $279,450 48%
Verona $218,500 $268,950 $310,000 42%
Waunakee $333,000 $307,900 $415,000 25%
Dane County $202,000 $212,040 $295,950 47%

Source: South Central Wisconsin Multiple Listing Service. Data compiled September 14, 2020. Data reported by area
realtors; data for unincorporated towns is often combined with the adjacent city or village.

Additionally, the price of “for sale” vacant single family lots in Windsor and DeForest is also increasing significantly, as is the price of new single
family and other forms of housing. It is increasingly challenging to obtain a new house and lot for under $400,000, a new condominium unit for
under $300,000, and an improved vacant lot for much under $100,000. The average asking price for lots in DeForest’s Rivers Turn and Savannah
Brooks developments—which contain most of DeForest’s for-sale lots—is $115,000 to $117,000. The average lot asking price in Windsor’s Bear
Tree Farms and Pleasant Hill Estates developments—which contain most of urban Windsor’s for-sale lots—is $90,000 to $98,000.

Estimating Housing Affordability Based on Income

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) uses median family income to determine eligibility for housing assistance. Typically,
HUD income limits vary based on total family size. Figure 20 can be used to provide a basis for examining income-eligible family incomes in each
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Village, assuming a family of four. For comparison, median family income for a family of four people in Dane County was $100,100. A estimate
of monthly affordable housing costs can be made using the data in Figure 20.” For example, a Windsor family of four earning the median family
income would have an affordable housing budget of $3,087, including utilities and taxes. This is 30 percent of such a family’s monthly income.

Figure 20: Family Income Limits for DeForest and Windsor, 2019

DeForest Windsor
Area Median Family Income (AMFI) $102,833 $123,480
Low Income (80% of AMFI) $82,266 $98,784
“Workforce” Income (60% of AMFI) $61,700 $74,088
Very Low Income (50% of AMFI) $51,417 $61,740
Extremely Low Income (30% of AMFI) $30,850 $37,044

Source: Area Median Family Income -- ACS 2019, Table $1903.

When determining eligibility for housing assistance, HUD determines income limits utilizing the percentages
associated with “Low”, “Very Low”, and “Extremely Low” incomes.

In Wisconsin, the “workforce” is generally understood to be households earning 60% of AMFI and below.

Single Family Housing Affordability Analysis—National Association of Realtors Method

Gauging the affordability of single family housing relative to family incomes helps uncover community affordability. A community with a single
family housing—typically owner-occupied—affordable housing issue will have spillover of the potential market of homebuyers into the rental
market. This could directly affect the demand and affordability for market-rate rental housing and indirectly for lower-income rental units.

The first method the consultant used to gauge affordability for single family homes is called the Affordability Index. The National Association of
Realtors (NAR) uses this index to measure whether or not a typical family could qualify for a mortgage loan on a typical home. The two main
components of the index are house price and family income. For the national index, the NAR uses the median family income and median price
of existing single family homes to compare regions.

Figure 21 shows the affordability index calculation using median “workforce” incomes (60% of median family income) per Figure 20 and the
median sale prices of single family homes sold between 2016 to 2020 for both Windsor and DeForest. Following the NAR’s method, the
calculation assumes a down payment of 20 percent of the home price and it assumes a qualifying ratio of 25 percent. That means the monthly
principal and interest payment does not exceed 25 percent of the household’s monthly income. For the interest rate, the consultant used the
rate offered by the DeForest-Morrisonville Bank as of December 2020.

7 The calculation is simply [Median Family Income / 12 ] *.30
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As Figure 21 shows, a current local resident family making 60% of the median family income in DeForest or Windsor is able to afford a house
selling at the median sale price of each Village.

Figure 21: Affordability Index Calculation for Resident Workforce for Single Family Home Purchase

DeForest Windsor
Annual “Workforce” Median Income (60% of 2019 Median $61,700 $74,088
Family Income)
Median Sale Price of Single Family Home, 2016-2020 $253,669 $301,290
Interest Rate 3.16% 3.16%
Mortgage Details Length 30 Years 30 Years
20% Down $50,734 $60,258
Estimated Monthly Mortgage Payment
(Principal and Interest Only) °873 21,037
What Percsntage of Monthly Income Goes to Monthly 17% 17%
Payment?
Minimum Qualifying Annual Income 2 $41,904 $49,776
Affordability Index 3 147 149

Sources: Median Family Income — ACS 2019, Table S1903 ; Median Sale Price — WI DOR Real Estate Transfer Data, 2016-2020.

! This percentage is calculated by dividing the estimated monthly mortgage payment by the monthly workforce income (annual
workforce income divided by 12).

2 Minimum Qualifying Annual Income is calculated by multiplying the estimated monthly mortgage payment by 4 (so that no
more than 25% of the homeowner’s income is spent on housing) and then multiplying by 12 for each month of the year.

3 Affordability Index is calculated by dividing annual workforce income by the minimum qualifying annual income and multiplying
by 100. To interpret the Affordability Index:

e Avalue below 100 means that the home price is not affordable to that household and that it would likely not qualify for a

mortgage.

e Avalue of 100 means a household has the bare minimum amount of income to qualify for a mortgage on a single family
home.

e Avalue between 100 and 120 means a household likely has enough income to qualify for a mortgage and afford the housing
unit.

e Avalue above 120 means that a household has more than enough income to qualify for a mortgage.
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The results in Figure 21 come with the following important caveats:

e The Affordability Index method does not include property taxes, homeowners insurance, utilities, and other monthly costs. For a home
of median value in DeForest or Windsor, this could amount to $600+ more per month.

e The assumption of a 20 percent down payment extends the wherewithal of many workforce households. A family earning 60% of the
median family income in Windsor or DeForest would need a down payment of almost an entire year of wages.

e Median incomes for renting households and non-family households are much lower than those of families, meaning that current local
renters and single households and unmarried couples have a more difficult time achieving a “passing” Affordability Index. Therefore,
many current renting households and non-family households living in DeForest and Windsor have a difficult time buying a home in
DeForest and Windsor per the index.

e Asindicated in Figure 32 later in this report, starting manufacturing and professional service jobs available in DeForest and Windsor
typically pay between $40,000 and $55,000 per year. Without two wage earners, such households—most of whom do not live in
DeForest or Windsor—would not receive a “passing” Affordability Index score to purchase a median-priced existing home.

e The datain Figure 21 accounts for the recent-past median price for existing single family homes, not newly-constructed homes.

Single Family Housing Affordability Analysis—Unit Value Method

Assessing the value of existing single family homes in Windsor and DeForest can provide a way of determining affordability for Village residents.
Figures 22 and 23 provide the number of owner-occupied units valued in eight ranges, along with the median value for all owner-occupied
homes (solid red line). Also included are the median sale price for existing single family homes sold between 2016 and 2020 (solid blue line) and
the estimated value of new single family homes built between 2016 and 2020 (dashed blue line). As documented earlier in this report, about 19
of every 20 single family homes in the Villages are owner-occupied.

Figure 22 shows the values of owner-occupied homes in DeForest. Based on ACS data, about 48 percent of owner-occupied units in DeForest
were valued between $200,000 to $299,999 and median value was $234,800. Between 2016 to 2020, existing single family homes sold in the
Village had a median sale price of $253,669. Using this analysis, DeForest appears to have a reasonable supply of homes affordable to
households making at least 80 percent of the median family income—or earning at least $82,266 per year—and a much smaller supply of
housing for those earning 50 percent of median family income or less.

Figure 23 shows owner-occupied home values in Windsor. In Windsor, only 35 percent of owner-occupied homes were valued between
$200,000 to $299,999, with 46 percent valued over $300,000. Median value of those units was $266,670. Between 2016 to 2020, single family
homes sold in the Village had a median sale price of $301,290. Using this analysis, Windsor appears to have a smaller supply of homes
affordable to households making at least 80 percent of Windsor’s median family income—or earning at least $98,884 per year—and a much
smaller supply of housing for those earning 50 percent of median family income or less.
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Figure 22: Village of DeForest Owner-Occupied and Single Family Home Values
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Figure 23: Village of Windsor Owner-Occupied and Single Family Home Values
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Sources and Notes for Figures 22 and 23:
Total owner-occupied units = DeForest 2,901; Windsor 2,164. Numbers within each section reflect the total number of single family homes valued within the home value range.
Source, including for home values: Table DP04 of the 2019 ACS.
Solid red line = Median value for all owner-occupied units in the Village. DeForest $234,800; Windsor $266,670. Source: ACS 2019, Table DP0A4.

Solid blue line = Median sale price for single family homes sold between 2016 to 2020. DeForest $253,669; Windsor $301,290. Source: WI Dept. of Revenue.
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Dashed blue line = Median value of a new single family home built between 2016 to 2020. DeForest $346,348; Windsor $398,533. Source: Building permit records, which
excludes lot value. For purposes of these figures, the consultant assumed a median lot value of $70,000.

Rental Housing Affordability Analysis

The consultant modified the NAR’s Affordability Index Calculation in order to gauge local rental housing affordability, generally by comparing
median rental household income against median gross rent in each Village. The qualifying ratio for renters is assumed to be 30 percent of
monthly income, which is a standard consideration when a would-be tenant applies for a unit. Again, this model has its limitations (for example,
no control for number of bedrooms versus household size, no inclusion of utility costs), but it does give a sense of how renter incomes compare
to available rents.

The Affordability Index results for the two Villages is shown in Figure 24. Median gross rent in DeForest is approaching unaffordable for a
resident renting household earning the median renter income, while median gross rent in Windsor is unaffordable for a resident rental
household earning the median renter income.

Figure 24: Modified Affordability Index for Rental of Duplex or Multiple Family Units

DeForest Windsor
Annual Median Renter Household Income $42,105 $37,150
Median Gross Rent (All Units) $1,006 $1,100
What Percentage of Monthly Income Goes to 29% 36%
Monthly Payment? !
Qualifying Income ? $ 40,240 $ 44,000
Affordability Index 3 105 84

Sources: Median Renter Income — ACS 2019, Table $1903; Median Gross Rent — ACS 2019, Table B25031.

1 This percentage is calculated by dividing the median gross rent by the monthly median renter

household income (annual median renter household income divided by 12).

2 Qualifying Income is calculated by dividing the median gross rent by 0.30 (so that no more than

30% of the renter’s income is spent on rent), then multiplying by 12 for each month of the year.

3 Affordability Index is calculated by dividing annual median renter household income by the

qualifying income and multiplying by 100. To interpret the Affordability Index:

e Avalue below 100 means that the median rent is not affordable to a household earning the
median renter household income.

e Avalue of 100 means a household has the bare minimum income to afford the median rent.

e Avalue between 100 and 120 means a household likely has enough income to afford the
median rent.
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Figure 25 shows rents by number of bedrooms for both municipalities. Gross rent is calculated using all rents in the area. Fair market rent is
calculated is based on the 40th percentile of gross rents for typical, non-substandard rental units occupied by recent movers. Fair market rent
should reflect the rents offered in newly built units and existing rental units that are leased to new tenants. Figure 25 also includes rents for
available units in recently-built apartment complexes within both Villages.

Figure 25: Rents by Number of Bedrooms
Efficiency 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom

Median Gross Rent DeForest S874 $929 $1,011 $1,181
(all rental units) Windsor n/a $867 $937 $1,404
Fair Market Rent 53532 (most DeForest, some $850 $1,000 $1,170 $1,610
(focused on vacant Windsor)
units being rented) 53598 (mostly Windsor) $940 $1,100 $1,300 $1,790
Recently Built Units  Conservancy Place Townhomes - - - $1,750-1,850
Park Apartments $1,030 $1,295 $1,595 -
Terraces of Windsor Crossing - $1,030 $1,509 -
North Towne Apartments - $1,095 $1,595 -
Sources:

Median Gross Rent: ACS 2019, Table B25031
Fair Market Rent: https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr/smallarea/index.html
Recently Built Units: Available rents as advertised on property management website, December 2020

Comparing results from these three sources shows how rents are changing. Fair market rents are several hundred dollars more than the median
rents and new complex rents for one-bedroom, two-bedroom, and 3+ bedroom units in both Villages, which suggests a rental housing market
where rents are increasing fairly quickly. This finding is supported when analyzing only median gross rent over the past five years. In that time,
the median gross rent in DeForest for an efficiency or studio unit rose by 39 percent and the median gross rent for a one-bedroom unit rose by
31 percent. In Windsor, the median gross rent for a one-bedroom unit increased by 27 percent.

The increasing rents for new apartments and other rental units render most new rental units being unaffordable to much of the existing
residential renting population and to many in the workforce of DeForest and Windsor.
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As part of this report, the consultant interviewed several builders and others active in the construction and management of multiple family
rental units in the DeForest-Windsor market and elsewhere in Dane County. Notable findings include the following:

Households renting newly-built apartment units tend to have salaries of $55,000 to $75,000 per year, as property managers are careful
to ensure new tenants have the financial means to comfortably pay their rent. As suggested in Figure 27, this is at or above the income
range for most available jobs in DeForest and Windsor.

New tenants are predominately empty-nesters or young professionals. Young professionals are drawn to the region for work, with
common employers including UW Health, SSM Health, or American Family Insurance (many close but not in DeForest or Windsor).
Empty-nester households moving to apartment units are seeking the amenities that come with these units, namely the lack of upkeep in
lawn maintenance, snow removal, and building maintenance and repairs that comes with homeownership.

Depending on the type of unit built, apartment builders estimate that only between 15 to 30 percent of new tenants are moving from
within the Dane County region. In other words, perhaps 70 to 85 percent of new renters are moving to these new units from outside of
Dane County. This is emblematic of a rapidly growing region.

Proposals for new market-rate multiple family development in DeForest and Windsor are driven to a significant extent by proprietary
industry reports indicating very low vacancy rates, and success of renting similar projects in nearby municipalities (and tightening land
supplies there).

Builders appear careful not build too many units, too quickly given economic and cost concerns. Inflated lumber prices have tested the
budgets of many builders, some of whom are choosing to defer new projects and further phases of existing projects until prices come
down and greater economic certainty prevails.
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Section 5--Housing Gap Analysis

This section provides estimates of the number of housing units needed now and over the next decade to meet the needs of low income
households, seniors of different incomes, the DeForest-Windsor workforce, and others desiring or requiring rental housing of different
incomes.

Measuring the Housing Gap
The difference between the number of resident households who are cost-burdened and the number of affordable units available in each Village
for these households is generally known as the “housing gap.”

To measure the housing gap, the consultant utilized the Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). The CHAS is a dataset of ACS
housing data that is tabulated by HUD. It provides estimates of households by income level, housing costs, age, and tenure. This allows for
jurisdictions to make an assessment of affordability. Among other features, CHAS data aggregate the households of a municipality by income as
a percentages of the area median family income and housing units to their level of affordability to a particular income level.

A very simple measure of a municipality’s housing gap is the number of cost-burdened households less the number of available units affordable
to that household’s income. However, this measure likely underestimates the need. The housing market does not automatically pair affordable
units with the households that need them. Cost-burdened households may not find affordable options because of competition with households
with higher incomes, or chance. In short, even if the local housing market adds new units that are desirable and affordable to non-cost
burdened households, there is no guarantee that a household in need will access the unit.

The next four figures contain the data from CHAS that can help segment and quantity of the housing stock in DeForest and Windsor that are
unaffordable and what income levels are most affected. The most recent CHAS data is derived from the 2017 ACS, which is two years behind the
2019 ACS data reported in the rest of this report.
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Owner-occupied Housing Gap

Figure 26 contains an affordability assessment of each Village’s owner-occupied housing stock. In Windsor, roughly half of owner-occupied units
were affordable to families earning 80 percent or below of its resident median family income. In DeForest, around 80 percent of owner-
occupied units were affordable to families earning 80 percent or below of its resident median family income. What this indicates is that the
supply of owner-occupied units—which are overwhelmingly single family detached units—are valued in an affordable range for most but

certainly not all existing DeForest and Windsor family households.

Figure 26: Owner-occupied Housing Unit Affordability

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Affordable to households at or below 50% AMI

H Affordable to households between 50 to 80% AMI
Affordable to households between 80 to 100% AMI
Affordable to households over 100% AMI

Source: CHAS 2017, Tables 15A and 15B

Much of the DeForest-Windsor workforce earns closer to 50 percent of the median family income. For such households that have only a single
earner, homeownership in DeForest and particularly Windsor is much less attainable. Only 10 to 12 percent of such workers can afford to buy a
home in either of the two Villages. There are an estimated 279 households currently living in DeForest and 255 households currently living in
Windsor with a household income of 50 percent or less of the median family income. Most of both Village’s workforce lives elsewhere.
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Renter-occupied Housing Gap

Figure 27 contains an affordability assessment of each Village’s renter-occupied housing stock. About 60 percent of Windsor’s existing rental
housing and about 65 percent of DeForest’s rental housing is affordable to households making below 50 percent of the median family income.

Figure 27: Rental Unit Housing Affordability

Windsor

DEForESt _

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H Affordable to households at or below 30% AMI

B Affordable to households between 30 to 50% AMI
H Affordable to households between 50 to 80% AMI
H Affordable to households above 80% AMI

Source: HUD CHAS 2017, Table 15C

To reiterate some points made earlier in this report, HUD, which generates the data for CHAS, uses a jurisdiction’s median family income to
assess affordability. As is the case with Windsor and DeForest, median family income is higher than the median income of all households and is
more than two times the median income for households that rent. Additionally, the most recent data from CHAS does not factor in units built
within the past three years, which typically have rents above the median. Finally, the data in Figure 27 does not factor in appropriateness of the
housing for the household in question. The housing market does not restrict a household from occupying a unit that is priced below their
maximum budget—in fact, such a decision is generally regarded as financially savvy. The housing market also does not match low income
households with units within their housing budget or household size, leading to overcrowding and cost-burdening.
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Figure 28 provides the breakdown of how many rental households in DeForest were in housing that is appropriate to their income level as of
2017. This figure also shows households that were “crowded out” from available affordable housing in 2017, instead paying more than they can
afford in rents. For example, because 115 households earning above 100% of median family income but renting a unit affordable to those
earning less than 50% of median income means, the latter group cannot access those 115 housing units. The sum of the cells marked in green
are resident low income renter households paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing, totaling 195 households in 2017. These

include senior and non-senior households.

Figure 28: DeForest Rental Housing Cost Appropriateness, 2017
Household living in a rental unit with a cost affordable to a household with an income that is...

...between 30% & 50%
AMFI

Household earning an income

...less than 30% AMFI

that is...
...less than 30% AMFI 55
...between 30% & 50% AMFI 20
...between 50% & 80% AMFI 10
..between 80% & 100% AMFI 0
...above 100% AMFI 10
Total Units 95

90
230
65
55
105
545

Source: HUD CHAS, Tables 3 and 15C AFMI = Adjusted Median Family Income
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Figure 29 totals the number of cost-burdened households by income level in DeForest. By this measure, DeForest had a housing unit gap of 195
rental units in 2017. Ideally, these units would be priced for households making below 50% AMFI ($51,417 in DeForest). The consultant’s
assessment of what would be an affordable rent for these households according to unit size is also provided. Given that the estimates used are
from 2017, if one assumes that the number of low income households grew by 1.8 percent per year (which is the percentage household growth
in DeForest between 2010 to 2020), the affordable rental housing gap grew to 206 rental units by 2020.

Figure 29: DeForest Affordable Rental Housing Gap, 2017, 2020 and 2030
# of Households Paying

Household earning an income that is... More Than They Can
Afford (i.e., Cost-burdened)
...less than 30% AMFI 150
...between 30% and 50% AMFI 45
...between 50% and 80% AMFI 0
...over 80% AMFI 0
2017 Estimated Total Units Needed +195
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +49

Affordable Rent Ranges:
Efficiency/Studio: $500-$800
1-bedroom: $800-$1,100
2-bedroom: $1,000-$1,300

Current and Projected Affordable Rental Unit Needs
2020 Estimated Total Units Needed +206
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +64
2030 Estimated Total Units Needed +286 to +291
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +127 to +129

The 2017 CHAS (through its Table 5) provides the number of senior households that are cost-burdened. Approximately 25 percent of
households making below 80% AMFI are senior households. This would mean roughly 49 of the 195 unit gap for the year 2017 estimated in
Figure 29 should be restricted for low income senior households. If one assumes that the number of low income senior households grew in
proportion to total senior household growth in DeForest (9 percent per year), the senior housing gap increased to 64 units by 2020. While there
are currently 98 affordable senior housing units in DeForest, these are presumably not occupied by households who are paying more than 30

February 24, 2021 Page 43



percent of their income for housing. Therefore, this existing supply does not diminish or eliminate this current reported demand, which instead
should be understood as additional, unmet demand.

By 2030, the consultant projects an affordable rental housing gap in DeForest of 286 to 291 total affordable units, 127 to 129 of which are
estimated to be required for seniors (157 to 164 for non-seniors). These are based on the household projections in Figure 8, and an assumption
that the 2030 income distribution of households will be the same as the 2020 distribution.

Figure 30 provides the breakdown of how many rental households in Windsor were in housing that is appropriate to their income level as of
2017. This figure also shows households that were “crowded out” from available affordable housing, and were therefore paying more than they
can afford in rents. The sum of the cells marked in green are resident low income renter households paying more than 30 percent of their
income on housing, totaling 84 households in 2017. These include senior and non-senior households.

Figure 30: Windsor Rental Housing Cost Appropriateness, 2017

. . Household living in a rental unit with a cost affordable to a household with an income that is...
Household earning an income

that is... ...less than 30% AMFI  ..between 30% & 50% ...between 50% & 80% ...80% AMFI & over
AMFI AMFI

...less than 30% AMFI 15 60 4 0
...between 30% & 50% AMFI 0 15 0 0
...between 50% & 80% AMFI 0 55 60 20
...between 80% & 100% AMFI 0 30 0 0
...above 100% AMFI 0 40 70 0
Total Units 15 200 134 20

Source: HUD CHAS, Tables 3 and 15C AFMI = Adjusted Median Family Income
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Figure 31 totals the number of cost-burdened households by income level in Windsor. By this measure, Windsor had a housing unit gap of 84
rental units in 2017. Ideally, these units would be priced for households making below 50% AMFI (561,740 in Windsor). The consultant’s
assessment of what would be an affordable rent for these households according to unit size is also provided. Given that the estimates used are
from 2017, if one assumes that the number of low income households grew by 1.7 percent per year (equal to household growth in Windsor
between 2010 to 2020), then Windsor’s affordable housing gap grew to 89 rental units by 2020.

Figure 31: Windsor Affordable Rental Housing Gap, 2017, 2020 and 2030
# of Households Paying

Household earning an income that is... More Than They Can
Afford (i.e., Cost-burdened)
...less than 30% AMFI 64
...between 30% & 50% AMFI 0
...between 50% & 80% AMFI 20
...over 80% AMFI 0
2017 Estimated Total Units Needed +84
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +42

Affordable Rent Ranges:
Efficiency/Studio: $500-$800
1-bedroom: $800-$1,100
2-bedroom: $1,000-$1,300

Current and Projected Affordable Rental Unit Needs
2020 Estimated Total Units Needed +89
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +50
2030 Estimated Total Units Needed +116 to +121
Est. Senior Units Needed (subset) +63 to +66

The 2017 CHAS (through its Table 5) provides the number of senior households that are cost-burdened. Approximately 50 percent of
households making below 80% AMFI are senior households. This would mean roughly 42 of the 84 units for the year 2017 estimated in Figure 30
should be restricted for low income senior households. If one assumes that the number of low income senior households grew in proportion to
total senior household growth in Windsor (5.5 percent per year), Windsor’s senior housing gap increased to 50 units by 2020.
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By 2030, the consultant projects an affordable rental housing gap in Windsor of 116 to 121 total affordable units, 63 to 66 of which are
estimated to be required for seniors (50 to 58 for non-seniors). These are based on the household projections in Figure 8, and an assumption
that the 2030 income distribution of households will be the same as the 2020 distribution.

Further Insights on Senior Housing Gap

Gauging demand for senior housing market can be difficult, due to the variety of housing types, individual needs that evolve (sometimes quickly)
over time, household preference, and data availability. For example, no one agency keeps track of age-restricted housing units, be they part of a
condominium or an apartment complex. Further, an senior who can live fully independently in a single family home today, may want or need an
independent living unit two years from now, and then an assisted living unit two years from then.

At present, there is a significant difference in the supply of housing units restricted to seniors between DeForest (366 units, 98 low income) and
Windsor (173 units, 0 low income), despite the two Villages having a similarly-sized population of residents over the age of 65. The nearly
$13,000 higher median income for senior households in Windsor than DeForest is partially driven by the difference in available senior housing
stock between the two Villages. This suggests that Windsor may require even more affordable senior housing than suggested under the
previous subsection.

Overall, in terms of being cost burdened, senior households are more likely to pay more than 30 percent of their monthly income on housing.
Data from CHAS suggests that in DeForest, 34 percent of all cost burdened households in the Village are senior households. Within Windsor, 54
percent of cost burdened households are senior households. This accounts for both homeowners and renters. This also points to a higher need
in Windsor than suggested under Figure 31.

The consultant interviewed local experts and stakeholders about the needs and issues affecting seniors, and from those interviews offers the
following additional observations:

e Senior households currently residing in subsidized units are largely under the Very Low (50% AMFI) income limit, and a substantial
portion of those fall even further to the Extremely Low (30% AMFI) income limit. Many of these households utilize other assistance
programs, such as Food Share, Medicare, and the Homestead Credit. The waiting list to get a unit in subsidized senior housing, currently
available in DeForest only, is over two years.

e Not all seniors wish to relocate from their current homes. Many senior households own their home outright, without a mortgage, and
are understandably attached to their long-time residences. Given they may be living off a fixed income, many do not see a benefit to
apartment living. The assumption that most senior households will move to age-restricted apartment units if given the chance, thus
making their former, typically single family home available for new residents, is flawed. This is particularly true at a time when in-home
care is becoming increasingly available.
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e Even with the above phenomenon, senior advocates suggest that senior-only options for affordable housing are necessary. Senior
households are often at a disadvantage when competing with younger households seeking affordable units. Younger households are
more mobile and able to access more places. As many property management companies move their applications and payment options
online, the younger, tech savvy crowd also has an advantage. Screening measures that favor income (over wealth) may also benefit
prospective younger renters.

Workforce Housing Gap

Typically, the “workforce” being considered are households whose incomes are too high to qualify for public assistance programs, but too low to
afford many housing options available in their area. In other affordable housing studies regarding conditions in Wisconsin, “workforce housing”
is aimed at renting households earning 60 percent of the area median household income and homeowner households earning up to 120 percent
of the area’s median income. As discussed in previous sections, the housing stock for single family homes (which are predominately owner-
occupied) is generally affordable for households earning the median area income in both Windsor and DeForest, let alone 120 percent.

While incomes for most resident households grew over the past nine years, most residents of Windsor and DeForest commute elsewhere for
work. While some both live and are employed within either Village, a growing issue for both Villages is its supply of units affordable to its
workforce. Beyond the affordable housing gap for existing residents, there exists a subset of those who work in DeForest and Windsor who
desire to live in DeForest and Windsor, but cannot afford the housing available within.

The Village of DeForest conducted a survey of local businesses in late 2020. Many respondents reported difficulty in finding skilled labor; a
handful of employers also reported that their workers were finding it hard to secure affordable housing in the area.
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The salaries in Figure 32 are reflective of commonly-required occupations in DeForest and Windsor. The highest paying median salaries—
construction and real estate sales agent—are somewhere between 50% to 60% AMFI for either Village. The other salaries fall in the Very Low to
Extremely Low Income thresholds for each Village. Unless a worker is in a household with another wage earner, few of these workers could
qualify on their own for a lease of a unit at the median gross rent in the two Villages—let alone much higher rents for the typical new unit.

Figure 32: Area Salaries for Commonly-Required Occupations in DeForest and Windsor

Occupation Yearly Salary Income Range
Elementary School Teacher $57,310 Low
Construction Industry $54,920 Low
Real Estate Sales Agent $52,870 Low
Protective Services $47,990 Low
Plastics Manufacturer $41,460 Very Low
Packaging Operators/Machinists $38,630 Very Low
Certified Nursing Assistant $33,920 Very — Extremely Low
Financial Clerks/Tellers $32,580 Very — Extremely Low
Preschool Teacher $31,210 Extremely Low
Retail Salesperson $27,690 Extremely Low
Child Care Assistant $26,670 Extremely Low

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Statistics, May 2019
https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes 31540.htm

The salaries in Figure 32 are averages calculated throughout Dane County. Entry level jobs for positions within DeForest and Windsor are
sometimes even lower than these medians. For instance, a first-year teacher with the DeForest Area School District has an beginning salary of
$42,075, and an entry level position with DeForest Windsor Fire and EMS is about $45,000. Both of these fall between the low and very low
income spectrum for both Villages, and neither can afford most available housing in the two Villages.

CARPC estimates that, in 2020, there were 7,617 people who worked in DeForest and Windsor. Only about 11 percent of these people also lived
DeForest or Windsor. Given the comments from employers, there appears to be a population of workers who would like to live in DeForest or
Windsor but cannot afford housing here, but limiting evidence of exactly how many. Assuming that 75 percent of those 7,617 jobs earn
“workforce” wages of $64,000 or less, if only 5 to 10 percent of those workers not currently living in DeForest or Windsor desired a local home,
there could be an need for 255 to 510 affordable units above those totals presented earlier in this section, between the two Villages. By 2030,
CARPC estimates there will be 1,537 additional jobs within both DeForest and Windsor combined. That suggests the 10-year need for another
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50 to 100 workforce units by 2030. Given the analysis presented in earlier sections, much of this workforce housing would either need to take
the form of affordable renter housing, with rents in the ranges of those presented in Figures 29 or 31 and homes substantially under $300,000.

Further Insights on Low Income Housing Needs
Interviews with local stakeholders and experts in affordable housing issues resulted in the following additional observations about what the
housing market is like for low income households in Windsor and DeForest:

There are some affordable units in the area, but affordable units can be hard for low income households to access. Often the only
indication that a rental unit is available is a sign in the yard indicating upcoming vacancy, which means households outside the Villages
(such as those working in but not living in DeForest or Windsor) may be at a disadvantage when trying to secure affordable housing.

Even if a more-affordable unit becomes available to a cost-burdened, non-residence workforce household, other factors may stop them
from relocating. Moving costs can be prohibitively expensive for lower income households. Tenants also have a harder time getting out
of their existing leases. While tenants can break their lease and sever responsibility of filling the vacant unit, they are still responsible
for rent on the unit until it is filled. Many landlords no longer offer a flat fee for breaking one’s lease, as there is no incentive for them
to do so. For some renting households, the financial risk associated with potentially paying rent on two units outweighs the opportunity
to pay less in rent over the long term.

Some report that a single vacant unit can get dozens of tenant applications. Households are competing with one another. The situation
seems particularly acute for families with children. Finding a unit with at least three bedrooms is difficult due to their popularity and
the small supply of units with three or more bedrooms in each Village.

Many low income households also have transportation issues. DeForest and Windsor’s lack of public transportation may be a deterrent
for households with no vehicle, or two-earner households with only one vehicle. The DeForest-Windsor area is one of the regional
destinations for Bus Rapid Transportation (BRT) to and from Madison. While this would be a benefit for workers coming and going out
of the community, the system is not yet operational.

The DeForest-Windsor housing market also poses a challenge for younger households, such as those newly graduated from college.
First-year teachers within the DeForest Area School District often live outside the District, as their salaries are not high enough to afford
the rents of the available, newer units in Windsor or DeForest (see further discussion above). Similarly, this same demographic may not
yet have a vehicle. Representatives from the DASD report that they have had qualified candidates turn down a position offered to them
due to lack of reliable transportation.
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Market-Rate Multiple Family Housing

The vacancy rate for rentals in Dane County has been at a historic low for years. ACS and other industry data indicates that the vacancy rate is
equally low in both Villages. Developers rely on market reports from analysts, which to their knowledge have been accurate in recent years.
They are careful not to flood the market with more market-rate housing than is needed. As a result, the consultant feels confident that the
2020-2030 housing unit projections for duplex and multiple family units provided in Figure 9 — 68 duplex and 551 multiple family units in
DeForest, 38 duplex and 467 multiple family units in Windsor — are likely to be required between 2020 and 2030. This equates to about 10

duplex units and about 100 multiple family units per year between the two Villages.
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Section 6—Siting, Design, and Other Criteria
This section provides criteria that the Villages may use in evaluating the appropriateness of different sites, locations, configurations, and
structures for multiple family, workforce, senior, and affordable housing.

Siting

In the past, the tendency has been to relegate affordable and senior housing projects to some of the less attractive, noisier, and or out-of-the-
way lands—not necessarily in Windsor and DeForest but generally. This type of siting severely limits opportunities for upward mobility among
residents and breeds a culture of endemic poverty, social isolation, hopelessness, and despair.® It also makes it more likely that such
developments will fall into despair or otherwise create problems for a community decades later.

Affordable single family housing developments and low-density developments targeted to seniors (e.g., duplex condos) should, quite simply, be
enabled everywhere where any other single and two family housing developed is allowed. Historically, many of the healthiest neighborhoods in
DeForest, Windsor, and elsewhere include a mix of housing and incomes.

The following principles should be used when deciding where to site affordable, workforce, and senior housing developments of higher
densities:

e (Close proximity to a range of other land uses. These include grocery and drug stores; restaurants and retail (but not necessarily “big
box”); community gathering places like libraries and parks; medical facilities (particularly for seniors); and schools, day care, and job
centers (particularly for workforce/family affordable housing). Such proximities are important not only due to more likely mobility
limitations of these populations, but also because of the broader community benefits such as more customers for businesses and more
walkers (fewer busses) to schools.

e High visibility and accessibility. Location near more heavily traveled roadways, multiple road and driveway ways in and out, trail and
walkway connections, and high visibility ensure easier access and safety to and for residents. This is important to get to the other land
uses described above, ensure proper protective service delivery, and avoid negative impacts often attributed to developments that are
more “tucked away in a corner” of a community. Proximity to public transportation is also valuable, where available.

e Pleasant neighborhood environment, or vibrant mixed use district. Affordable and senior housing projects should be integrated within or
at least at the edges of, rather than segregated from, predominantly lower density residential neighborhoods. For developments that

8 Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing, Urban Land Institute, 2007
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adhere to the principles in this report section, there is scant evidence of negative nearby property value impacts.® Alternatively, infill
and redevelopment locations in dynamic downtown and other mixed use settings are desirable. Setting aside a site in an industrial park
for a workforce housing project, or allowing affordable and senior apartment developments in only the noisiest locations, would not, for
example, meet this principle.

With respect to this last principle, development on infill sites (or redevelopment) is inherently more sustainable than that on undeveloped sites.
Infrastructure costs are lower, transportation alternatives are available, agricultural lands or natural areas are not used or compromised, and a
positive contribution to local economic and social vitality results.°

The following general locations in DeForest and Windsor, today, provide the most appropriate locations for moderate to higher density
affordable, workforce, and senior housing:

Locations along and near Highway V/North Street, particularly near the North/Main intersection, the DeForest Business Park, and the
Highway V/Interstate interchange. Locations within or surrounded by industries and highway-oriented businesses in the latter two
locations should be avoided.

The soon-to-be-former Holum Education Center, which the DeForest Area School District has available for sale as surplus property, and
which is close to schools, downtown DeForest, and the DeForest Business Park.

The “Karow property” near the intersection of Holum Street and North Towne Road, which is close to a number of schools, the DeForest
Business Park, retail businesses including convenience shopping, and the Highway 51/V interchange.

Windsor Crossing and the “Zingg property” near the intersection of Windsor and North Towne Roads, which is close to a number of
schools, the North Towne Corporate Park and Hooper Business Park, retail businesses including convenience shopping, medical clinics,
and the Highway 51/Windsor Road interchange.

Downtown DeForest, generally understood as the Main Street corridor between North and Commerce Streets, and blocks to the east.

Downtown Windsor, generally understood as the Windsor Road corridor between Highway CV/Lake Road and Windsor Ridge
Lane/Sunset Meadows Drive.

9 Capital Area Regional Planning Commission; Multi-Family and Rental Housing Supply, Demand, and Planning in DeForest, Wisconsin—A review of the
literature and preliminary data analysis; February 5, 2015
10 Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing, Urban Land Institute, 2007
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The Bear Tree Farms area in Windsor and DeForest, east of the Highway 51/V interchange, though the immediate area currently lacks
retail and restaurants (some are planned).

Conservancy Place, in the River and Windsor Road corridors, though the immediate area currently lacks retail and restaurants (some are
planned).

There are other emerging locations that meet some but not all of these principles. These include the Gray/Lake Road intersection area, the
former Norsman property near the River Road overpass of the Interstate, and Savannah Brooks. Other smaller neighborhood infill locations may
also be appropriate.

Design

Developing or suggesting design standards for affordable, workforce, and senior housing is beyond the scope of this report. However, the
consultant suggests that the Villages ought not to waive or substantially reduce design standards for such projects. This would have the likely
effect of lessening their quality over time, and would make them stand out rather than blend into the community. Attractive housing also
fosters resident pride.

Based on recommendations from the Urban Land Institute and the consultant’s own experience, the consultant offers the following basic design
principles, which often extend into considerations of proper siting:

Project design should think beyond the car, incorporating options for bicycling, walking, and multiple roadway and driveway connections
to the surrounding community.

Scale projects to respect the neighborhood. In some neighborhoods, the rehabbing of existing units may be an appropriate scale. Other
areas may support large multiple family structures. The proper scale will promote a healthy connection between the development and
its surrounding neighborhood.

Use good landscaping to both enhance security and define the property. Decorative fencing can be used to define the character of a
property as well as enhance security. However, well-designed affordable housing does not rely heavily on security or screen fencing,
except where necessary for noise mitigation.

Design and siting should serve to seamlessly integrate lower income and senior residents into the broader community, rather than
isolate them.

Encourage projects and buildings that blend housing units that are affordable to lower income persons with those that are not, which
can help with community stability, provide move up housing for residents, and improve financial feasibility.
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Consider future conversion potential. This is particularly important for senior housing, as the DeForest-Windsor area is entering what

may be a “bubble” period of many seniors for 2+ decades, to be followed by a generation (Generation X) that will have fewer seniors.

Maintaining similar design standards for affordable, workforce, and senior housing developments that apply to multiple family developments
that require higher rents can be challenging financially for the developers of the former. The Villages can provide and support financial
assistance. This may include conveyance of surplus public land, support for applicant’s requests to the State for low-income housing tax credit
eligibility, tax incremental financing incentives or infrastructure support, impact fee reductions, and/or higher development densities such as via

planned unit development zoning.

Other Criteria for Success
Affordable, workforce, and senior housing developments of the past have often suffered from combinations of poor siting, poor design, and
poor management. Proper siting and design are addressed above. Ensuring effective long-term management can be more challenging, but the

following concepts help:

Require a portfolio of past projects, and check references. For “first timers”, ask for a more experienced partner.
Insist on neighborhood meetings and other outreach before, during, and following development application and construction.
Incorporate durable, sustainable, timeless, and energy efficient external and internal building materials, systems, and fixtures.

Require, with rezoning, planned unit development, or conditional use permit, submittal of a maintenance plan and funding mechanism
for carrying it out, and where possible utilize tools like deed restrictions and development agreements to carry these plans out.

Provide for continuing education for residents regarding property maintenance.
Work to ensure fair but thorough tenant screening.

For larger projects, require on-site manager or maintenance person, and service by a management company within, say, 30 miles from
the site.

Work to avoid situations where there will be multiple owners of different units where such owners will not likely be occupants.
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APPENDIX E

Inventory of Approved, Available, and Sold Housing
(as of January 1, 2023)

Purpose

This report is an annual update to housing development statistics for the DeForest-Windsor area. It includes an inventory of
Village-approved but unbuilt housing units, available single-family lots for sale, residential building permit activity, and the median
sale price of existing single-family homes. For purposes of this analysis, the DeForest-Windsor area is defined as the portions of the
Villages of DeForest and Windsor that are in the DeForest Area School District (DASD). All of DeForest and most of Windsor are
within the DASD.

Summary

e The DeForest-Windsor area had on January 1, 2023 about 1,967 approved but unbuilt housing units—~1,200 units fewer
than in August 2017 and over 200 units fewer than in January 2022. This means that more previously-approved housing
units have been built in recent years than additional housing units authorized by new development approvals.

e AsoflJanuary 1, 2023, 43% of the approved but unbuilt housing units are single-family homes—a percentage that has
decreased slightly from 46% in 2017.

e Also as of January 1, 2023, about 388 vacant single-family lots are improved with public infrastructure, with most of these
currently available for sale. This is 25 more improved vacant lots than in January 2022, but the number has been generally
steady since 2018. Just over 40% of the improved lots are in DeForest, with those in Fox Hill Estates not yet being marketed
for sale as of January 1%,

e In 2022, the Villages of DeForest and Windsor permitted a combined 348 new housing units, which is about 100 housing
units fewer than in 2021 but still among the highest years ever. The 2021-t0-2022 decrease is mainly attributed to fewer
single-family homes permitted in DeForest in 2022 compared to 2021, which may relate to a constrained supply of available
lots and generally higher lot prices. Housing units permitted in Windsor in 2022 increased slightly from 2021.

e |n 2022, the median sale price of existing single-family homes in the DeForest-Windsor area was $359,900. This was a 91%
increase since 2012. However, from 2021 to 2022, the median sale price decreased by 1%, perhaps reflective of a cooling
housing market associated with higher prices and interest rates.

Inventory of Approved but Unbuilt Housing

Municipal staff and MDRoffers Consulting updated inventories of approved but unbuilt housing units, which are defined as housing
units that met both of the following criteria as of January 1, 2023:

1. Construction of the housing unit has been enabled by an approved plat expected to be recorded, or by another Village
development approval that has entitled the housing unit to be constructed, which may include an approved site plan,
planned unit development, or development agreement; AND,

2. The housing unit has yet to be provided a building permit.

Per Figure A, 1,967 housing units were approved but not yet built in the DeForest-Windsor area as of January 1, 2023, a 10%
decrease from the 2,194 unit approved but unbuilt in January 2022. Of this January 1, 2023 total, 845 were future single-family
units (43% of total), 219 were future duplex units including senior-restricted duplex units (11%), and 903 were future multi-family
units including 3+ unit condominiums, apartments, and 3+ unit attached senior housing (46%). As of January 2022, 902 were future
single-family units (41%), 187 were future duplex units (9%), and 1,105 were future multi-family units (50%).

The supply of approved but unbuilt housing units decreased over the past year across all housing types. Explaining the single-family
decrease, in 2022 there were more single-family building permits issued in the DeForest-Windsor area (98) than lots platted in new
subdivisions (only 45, within Diamond Village). This is a several year trend. Still, as indicated in Figure C below, there have
generally been between 360 and 390 improved single-family lots since 2018, suggesting that developers to date have been able to
continue to open new phases from previously platted subdivisions.
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Inventory of Approved, Available, and Sold Housing
(as of January 1, 2023)

Figure A: Inventory of Approved but Unbuilt Housing Units, DeForest-Windsor Area, January 1, 2023

Duplex Units | Multi-Family Units |
| = . | e . | Total Approved but
| (including Renter, | (including Renter, | . . .
f . . | Unbuilt Housing Units
Owner, Senior) =~ Owner, Senior) |

Single-Family

Homes

DeForest Developments

Conservancy Place ! 99 119 203 421
Hawthorn Point 1 0 24 25
Rivers Turn 59 0 0 59
South (i.e., BJS Condos south of Hawthorn Point) 0 24 24 48
Other Future Conservancy Place Neighborhoods 39 95 155 289

Diamond Village 41 0 0 41

Fox Hill Estates 52 72 0 124

Heritage Gardens 148 18 202 368

Savannah Brooks ? 104 0 0 104

Village of DeForest Subtotals 444 209 405 1,058

Windsor Developments (in DASD area)

Apple Valley (formerly Schroeder’s Field) 3 0 0 3
Bear Tree Farms/Covered Bridges 3 194 0 273 467
Gray Road Apartments 0 0 122 122
Mayr Estates 5 0 0 5
Pleasant Hill Estates 13 10 48 71
Revere Trails 8 0 0 8
Windsor Crossing * 39 0 55 94
Windsor Gardens ° 137 0 0 137
Wolf Hollow at Pleasant Prairie Creek 2 0 0 2

Village of Windsor Subtotals 401 10 498 909

DeForest-Windsor Area Totals

Percentage of D-W Total in Each Housing Type

Sources: Village Planning and Zoning Departments, MDRoffers Consulting

Notes:

1 Conservancy Place totals are based on total authorized 1,097 units of which no more than 726 units may be in duplexes and multi-
family buildings (this total includes 15-home Hawthorn Hill development for purposes of this report). Conservancy Place is divided
into different neighborhoods. Hawthorn Point totals include the former Bott property south of Conservancy Commons Park (Lot 76).

2 Includes the Savannah Brooks I-lll plats, plus the Homestead Addition plat approved in 2022 but not yet recorded.

3 Bear Tree Farms totals do not consider the division of Lot 270 from a multi-family lot to 10 single-family lots anticipated in early
2023.

4 Windsor Crossing totals include an approved but unbuilt 50-unit senior development and a nearby approved but unbuilt 5-unit
townhome project.

> Includes the original Windsor Gardens plat, plus the Windsor Gardens Field of Dreams and Happy Valley Additions.
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Inventory of Approved, Available, and Sold Housing
(as of January 1, 2023)

Inventory of Available Vacant Single-Family Lots

Figure B shows the estimated number of vacant single-family lots that were actually on the market as of January 1, 2023 in the
DeForest-Windsor area. For this analysis, “on the market” means that the lot is served by existing streets and utility infrastructure
and is actively being marketed for sale. Lots are not included (except in footnotes) where the developer was actively installing
infrastructure as of January 1, 2023 but was not yet selling lots.

As indicated below, an estimated 388 single-family lots in the DeForest-Windsor area were on the market with most available for
purchase as of January 1, 2023. This is more than the 363 available single-family lots as of January 2022. The increase is mainly due
to the improvement of additional phases of existing subdivisions in 2022.

Before 2020, the Village of DeForest and Village of Windsor typically had similar numbers of vacant lots on the market. As of
January 1, 2023, the Village of Windsor had approximately 60% of the total number of vacant lots, continuing the trend since 2020.
This is mostly due to additional phases in Windsor’s large Bear Tree Farms subdivision being improved at a greater rate than

DeForest subdivisions.

Figure B: Vacant Single-Family Lots on the Market as of January 1, 2023

Subdivision Vacant Lots On Market

Diamond Village 41
Fox Hill Estates ! 52
Hawthorne Point 1
Heritage Gardens 11
Rivers Turn 13
Savannah Brooks 2 44
Vacant single-family lots in Village of DeForest 162
Apple Valley (formerly Schroeder's Field) 3
Bear Tree Farms 104
Pleasant Hill Estates 13
Revere Trails 8
Windsor Crossing 39
Windsor Gardens 2 57
Wolf Hollow at Pleasant Prairie Creek 2
Vacant single-family lots in Village of Windsor 226
(DASD portion)

Vacant single-family lots in both Villages (DASD)

Notes:
1 49 vacant, improved lots in Fox Hill Estates included in this inventory were owned by a

development group but were not being marketed for individual sale as of January 1,
2023.

2 Includes original Windsor Gardens plat, plus Windsor Gardens Field of Dreams and
Happy Valley Additions.
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Inventory of Approved, Available, and Sold Housing
(as of January 1, 2023)

Changes in Recent Inventory of Approved But Unbuilt Housing Units and Available Vacant Single-Family Lots

Similar inventories were conducted from 2011 to 2022. The number of approved but unbuilt units increased in the DeForest-
Windsor area through 2016, but has decreased thereafter, for all unit types. This decrease is due to increasing home construction,
while relatively few new residential subdivisions have been proposed and approved.

The number of vacant “for sale” lots for single-family homes (and spec homes) increased during the early to mid-2010s, as
confidence in the housing market grew. That total has remained basically steady over the past five years, meaning that new lots are
being improved just about as fast as building permits for new single-family homes are being issued.

Figure C: Villages of DeForest and Windsor Residential Development Trends, 2014-2022

2,500
2,001
2,000
— Approved but Unbuilt Single-
Family Homes
1,500
= Approved but Unbuilt Two-
and Multi-Family Units
1,122
1,000
—SF Lots/Spec Homes on
845 Market
500 387
307 37 323 363 388

264
135

March August August August October October January January
2014 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2022 2023

Note: No inventory was completed in 2015 or 2021.
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Inventory of Approved, Available, and Sold Housing
(as of January 1, 2023)

Trends in Housing Starts in DeForest and Windsor

The number of housing units authorized by building permits is a key indicator of residential development activity. The two Villages
experienced a significant increase in housing permits in 2016 and 2017, mainly due to large multi-family housing projects. The
number of housing permits decreased in 2018, 2019, and 2020, mainly due to fewer multi-family housing projects. In 2021, the
Villages granted a combined 445 permits, which was the highest total over the previous 14 years at least.

In 2022, the number of new housing units permitted remained high in the Village of Windsor, with 222 new housing units permitted
there. The number of new housing units permitted in the Village of DeForest in 2022 (126) was almost half the number in 2021
(241). This is due to a significant decrease in the number of new single-family homes permitted in DeForest, with 19 new single-
family homes permitted in 2022 compared to 84 in 2021. This decrease is likely attributed to rising interest rates, a smaller
inventory of lots for sale in fewer subdivisions, and generally higher vacant lot prices than in Windsor subdivisions.

About 57% of housing units permitted in 2022 were multi-family housing units. These were mostly located in Covered Bridge
Residences and The Terraces in Windsor, and in The Edge at Conservancy Commons in DeForest. In addition, the total number of
duplex units remained high in 2022, mostly due to duplex condominium developments in Conservancy Place in DeForest.

Figure D: Villages of DeForest and Windsor Housing Starts 2010-2022

Village 2015 ‘ 2016 TOTALS
DeForest 24 26 35 40 35 35 218 177 87 107 64 241 126 1,215
Windsor 51 33 53 66 70 97 141 184 107 74 79 204 222 1,381

Totals 75 59 88 106 105 132 359 361 194 181 143 445 348 2,596

Sources: Villages of DeForest and Windsor Building Permit Records; includes limited permits in Windsor outside of the DeForest Area School District.

Figure E: Village of DeForest Housing Units Enabled by Building Permits 2010-2022

Unit Type 2010 2013 | 2014 2018 | 2019 2022 | TOTALS
Single-family 18 26 35 34 33 25 66 85 59 74 42 84 19 600
Duplex 6 0 0 6 2 2 20 24 28 18 22 32 48 208
Multi-family 0 0 0 0 0 8 132 68 0 15 0 125 59 407

Totals 24 26 35 40 35 35 218 177 87 107 64 241 126 1,215

Source: Village of DeForest Building Permit Records

Figure F: Village of Windsor Housing Units Enabled by Building Permits 2010-2022

UnitType = 2010 TOTALS
Single-family 34| 33| 49| 52| 60| 73| 82 75| 75| 64| 71| 86| 79 833
Duplex 0 0 0 10 10 0 2 2| 24 10 8 26 4 96
Multi-family 17 0 4 4 o| 24| 57| 107 8 0 o| 92| 138 451

Totals s1| 33| 53| 66| 70| 97| 141 18a| 107| 74| 79| 204 222 1,381

Source: Village of Windsor Building Permit Records; includes limited development outside of the DeForest Area School District
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Median Sale Price of Existing Homes

Changes in the sale price of existing homes is another indicator of the strength of a housing market. The median sale price of single-
family homes in the DeForest-Windsor area increased 91% between 2012 and 2022. The median sale price decreased by 1% in the

DeForest-Windsor area from 2021 to 2022, perhaps signaling a market correction or an anomaly. The Cottage Grove area was the
only other suburban Dane County market with a decrease in median home sale price from 2021 to 2022. Median sale price of
single-family homes in Dane County as a whole increased by 10% from 2021 to 2022. The 2022 median sale price in DeForest-
Windsor was comparable to the Cottage Grove, Monona, and Sun Prairie markets.

Figure G: Median Sale Price of Existing Single-Family Homes by Municipal Market

% Change % Change

Municipal Market 2022 2012-2022 2021-2022
(10 year) (1 year)
Cottage Grove $227,500 $270,500 $341,500 $338,750 +49% -1%
DeForest-Windsor $188,500 $264,450 $363,634 $359,900 +91% -1%
Fitchburg $242,250 $299,950 $379,950 $405,000 +67% +7%
McFarland $203,950 $294,433 $360,750 $412,500 +102% +14%
Middleton $250,000 $319,000 $395,000 $449,500 +80% +14%
Monona $203,375 $257,500 $333,500 $375,000 +84% +12%
Oregon $196,500 $262,900 $372,865 $381,000 +94% +2%
Stoughton $163,000 $220,000 $280,000 $328,000 +101% +17%
Sun Prairie $170,000 $251,700 $340,000 $369,000 +117% +9%
Verona $245,500 $300,000 $376,500 $425,750 +73% +13%
Waunakee $297,000 $384,950 $462,000 $475,000 +60% +3%
Dane County $202,000 $264,000 $350,000 $385,000 +91% +10%

Source: South Central Wisconsin Multiple Listing Service. Data compiled February 2, 2023. Data reported by area realtors; data for
unincorporated towns is often combined with the adjacent city or village.
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ASSURED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT

Research Products Corporation
Hickory Lane Property

Project #: 20220679

August 8, 2022

1.0 Introduction

Heartland Ecological Group, Inc. (“Heartland”) completed an assured wetland determination
and delineation on the Hickory Lane Parcel site on May 19, May 23, June 7, June 9, and July
26, 2022 at the request of Research Products Corporation. Fieldwork was completed by
Scott Fuchs, Environmental Scientist, an assured delineator qualified via the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources’ (WDNR’s) Wetland Delineation Assurance Program
(Appendix E, Qualifications). The 65.57-acre site (the “Study Area”) is southwest of the
intersection of County Trunk Highway V (CTH V) and Hickory Lane, in the northeast ¥4 of
Section 23, T9N, R9E, Town of Vienna, Dane County, WI (Figure 1, Appendix A). The
purpose of the wetland delineation was to determine the location and extent of wetlands

within the Study Area.

One (1) wetland area totaling approximately 2.09 acres was delineated and mapped within
the Study Area (Figure 6, Appendix A). Wetlands, waterways, and water bodies discussed in
this report may be subject to federal regulation under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), state regulation under the jurisdiction of the WDNR, and local
zoning authorities. Heartland recommends this report be submitted to local authorities, the

WDNR, and USACE for final jurisdictional review and concurrence.
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2.0 Methods
2.1 Wetlands

Wetlands were determined and delineated using the criteria and methods described in the
USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual, T.R. Y-87-1 (“1987 Corps Manual”) and the applicable
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual. In addition, the
Guidance for Submittal of Delineation Reports to the St. Paul District USACE and the WDNR

(WDNR, 2015) was followed in completing the wetland delineation and report.

Determinations and delineations utilized available resources including the U.S. Geological
Survey’s (USGS) WI 7.5 Minute Series (Topographic) Map (Figure 2, Appendix A), the
Natural Resource Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic Database
(SSURGO), U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Web Soil Survey (Figure 3, Appendix
A), the WDNR’s Wetland Indicator GIS data layer (Figure 4, Appendix A), the WDNR’s
Wisconsin Wetland Inventory GIS data layer (Figure 5, Appendix A), and aerial imagery
available through the USDA Farm Service Agency’s (FSA) National Agriculture Imagery
Program (NAIP). The USGS National Hydrography Dataset is included on Figures 2 and 5,
Appendix A.

Wetland determinations were completed on-site at sample points, often along transects,
using the three (3) criteria (vegetation, soil, and hydrology) approach per the 1987 Corps
Manual and the Regional Supplement. Procedures in these sources were followed to
demonstrate that, under normal circumstances, wetlands were present or not present based

on a predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology.

In actively farmed areas within the Study Area where hydric soils may be present, methods
described in Chapter 5 (Difficult Wetland Situations) of the Regional Supplement were
followed. Available aerial imagery was analyzed using procedures described in the Guidance
for Offsite Hydrology/Wetland Determinations (USACE and Minnesota Board of Water and
Soil Resources, July 2016 — “July 2016 Guidance™). An off-site aerial imagery analysis (Off-
Site Analysis) was completed to document the presence or absence of wetland signatures
and assist in the wetland determination. A wetland signature is evidence, recorded by aerial
imagery, of ponding, flooding, or impacts of saturation for sufficient duration to meet

wetland hydrology and possibly wetland vegetation criteria. Wetland signatures often vary
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based on the type and seasonal date of the aerial imagery. For example, there are seven
(7) standardized signature types in actively farmed settings described in the July 2016
Guidance. To assist in interpretations of wetland signatures, a WETS analysis was used to
compare antecedent precipitation in the three (3) months leading up to each aerial image to
the long-term (30-year) precipitation averages and standard deviation to determine if
antecedent precipitation conditions for each image was normal, wet, or dry. Areas within
agricultural fields are typically determined to be wetland if hydric soils and wetland
hydrology indicators are present and aerial images taken in the five (5) (or more) most
recent normal antecedent precipitation images show at least one (1) of the wetland
signatures per the July 2016 Guidance. Although the off-site analysis concentrates on
imagery taken under normal antecedent precipitation conditions, the images determined to
be taken under wet and dry antecedent precipitation conditions were also analyzed and
considered. Determinations and delineation of wetlands in agricultural areas are typically
based on an outline of the largest wetland signature on an image taken under “normal”

antecedent conditions, and based on the consistency of the signatures (USDA, NRCS 1998).

Recent weather conditions influence the visibility or presence of certain wetland hydrology
indicators. An assessment of recent precipitation patterns helps to determine if
climatic/hydrologic conditions were typical when the field investigation was completed.
Therefore, a review of antecedent precipitation in the 90 days leading up to the field
investigation was completed. Using an Antecedent Precipitation Tool (APT) analysis
developed by the USACE (Deters & Gutenson 2021), the amount of precipitation over these
90 days was compared to averages and standard deviation thresholds observed over the
past 30 years to generally represent if conditions encountered during the investigation were
normal, wet, or dry. Recent precipitation events in the weeks prior to the investigation were
also considered while interpreting wetland hydrology indicators. Additionally, the Palmer
Drought Severity Index was checked for long-term drought or moist conditions (NOAA,
2018).

The uppermost wetland boundary and sample points were identified and marked with
wetland flagging and located with a Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) receiver
capable of sub-meter accuracy. In some cases, wetland flagging was not utilized to mark

the boundary and the location was only recorded with a GNSS receiver, particularly in active
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agricultural areas. The GNSS data was then used to map the wetlands using ESRI ArcGIS

Pro™ 2.9.3 software.

3.0 Results and Discussion

3.1 Desktop Review

Climatic Conditions

According to the APT analyses using the previous 90 days of precipitation data, conditions
encountered during the May 19™, May 23, June 7%, and June 9™ site visits were expected
to be normal for the time of year, while conditions during the July 26 site visit were
expected to be drier than normal (Appendix B). The Palmer Drought Severity Index was
checked as part of the APT analysis, and the long-term conditions at the time of the
fieldwork were in the moderate drought to mild drought range. Fieldwork was completed
within the dry-season based on long-term regional hydrology data utilized in the WebWIMP

Climatic Water Balance and computed as part of the APT analyses.

General Topography and Land Use

The topography within the Study Area was rolling, with various hills, depressions, and
slopes present. Topographic highs of approximately 960 feet above mean sea level (msl)
are present along the southern and southwestern boundaries of the Study Area, and a
topographic low of approximately 937 feet above msl is present within a depression in the
south-central portion (Figures 2 and 6, Appendix A). Land use within the Study Area
consists of agricultural row cropping. Surrounding areas are primarily agricultural row

cropping and industrial properties. General drainage is to the south and east.

Soil Mapping

Soils mapped by the NRCS Soil Survey within the Study Area and their hydric status are
summarized in Table 1. Wetlands identified during the field investigation are located
primarily within areas mapped as hydric or partially hydric soils including wetland indicator

soils (Figures 3 and 4, Appendix A).
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Table 1. Summary of NRCS Mapped Soils within the Study Area

Soil Unit

ﬁlon symbol: Soil Unit Cc?rcr):l (L)J:étr1t Component Landform 23;(132
ame P Percentage
Co: Colwood silt loam, O Colwood 80-90 Lakebeds (relict) Yes
to 2 percent slopes
Pella 5-10 Drainageways Yes
Palms 5-10 Depressions Yes
. . Stream terraces,
EfB: Elburn silt loam, 0 Elburn 85-95 outwash plains, No
to 3 percent slopes .
drainageways
Pella 2-5 Drainageways Yes
Mahalasville 1-4 Drainageways Yes
Sable 1-4 Drainageways Yes
Plano 1-2 Till plains No
GwC: Griswold loam, 6 Griswold 87-97 Till plains No
to 12 percent slopes
Ringwood 3-13 Till plains No
PnA: Plano silt loam, till Plano-Till
substratum, O to 2 85-95 Till plains No
substratum
percent slopes
Elburn 5-15 Till plains No
PnB: Plano silt loam, fill Plano-Till
substratum, 2 to 6 80-90 Till plains No
substratum
percent slopes
Griswold 5-11 Till plains No
Elburn 5-9 Till plains No
RaA: Radford silt loam, O Radford 80-95 Dralnagew_ays, No
to 3 percent slopes flood plains
Otter 2-8 Dralnageways, Yes
flood plains
Sable 2-5 Depressions Yes
Sebewa 1-4 Depressions Yes
Drummer 0-3 Depressions Yes
RnB: Ringwood silt loam, Ringwood 85-95 Moraines No
2 to 6 percent slopes
Elburn 2-6 Drainageways No
Plano-Till 1-4 Moraines No
substratum
Griswold 2-5 Moraines No
Wa: Wacousta silty clay
loam, O to 2 percent Wacousta 80-90 Interdrumlins Yes

slopes

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources.

Page 8




ASSURED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT

Research Products Corporation
Hickory Lane Property

Project #: 20220679

August 8, 2022

. . . . . Soil Unit .

Soilsymbol: Soil Unit || St | component | Lanarorm | B4
Percentage

Sable 5-10 Interdrumlins Yes

Sebewa 5-10 Interdrumlins Yes

Wetland Mapping

The Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory (WWI) mapping (Figure 5, Appendix A) depicts three (3)
wetland areas within the Study Area. One (1) complex of emergent wetlands (E1Ka/E1H) is
depicted in the northwestern corner of the site, one (1) wetland point symbol is depicted in
the northern portion of the Study Area adjacent to Linde Ln, and one (1) emergent farmed
wetland (E1Kf) is depicted in the south-central portion of the Study Area. The NRCS wetland
inventory maps identify an area of Farmed Wetland (FW) in the northwestern corner of the
site consistent with field delineated wetlands. The remaining portions of the Study Area are

identified as non-wetland (NW) (Appendix G).

Waterway Mapping

The National Hydrography Dataset 24k (NHD) mapping (Figure 5, Appendix A) depicts one
(1) waterbody in the south-central portion of the Study Area.

Landowner Contacts

According to the landowner, drain tile was installed in the northern and southern portions of
the Study Area in the fall/winter of 2021 (see Appendix G). The tenant farmer was also met
on site and confirmed that new tile was installed at the end of the previous growing season

and was providing significantly improved drainage.

Off-Site Analysis

Agricultural fields within the Study Area have significant mapped hydric or potentially hydric
soils and were the focus of the off-site aerial imagery analysis (OSA) (Appendix F). From the
aerial imagery, the primary wetland hydrology indicator of “Inundation Visible on Aerial
Imagery” (B7) was noted in one (1) depression. In that same location and in two (2)
additional areas, the secondary wetland hydrology indicators “Saturation Visible on Aerial

Imagery” (C9) and “Stunted or Stressed Plants” (D1) were also noted.

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 9



ASSURED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT

Research Products Corporation
Hickory Lane Property

Project #: 20220679

August 8, 2022

A total of 21 aerial images were selected and reviewed based on availability and quality of
the imagery. Of these images, eight (8) were taken under normal antecedent precipitation
conditions. Signatures were noted in seven (7) areas within the Study Area within landscape
positions described by the NRCS to support hydric soil components and were the focus of
the OSA. At least one (1) of the seven (7) described wetland signatures per the July 2016
Guidance were consistently noted in three (3) of these areas on imagery taken under

normal antecedent precipitation conditions.

Based on the off-site analysis, three (3) areas were likely to be wetland prior to the
fieldwork. Two (2) of these areas are contiguous low-lying areas along the northern
boundary of the Study Area and the remaining area is an isolated depression located in the

south-central portion of the Study Area.

The offsite analysis documents conditions prior to the 2021 drain tile installation and is not
indicative of current hydrologic conditions. During the field investigation, shards of old clay
tile were observed in areas 1, 2, and 3, indicating that in addition to the 2021 tile
installation, drain tile had been installed previously. Given the extent of broken tile
observed, it appears that tile present prior to 2021 was poorly functioning or completely

non-functional.

3.2 Field Review

One (1) wetland was identified and delineated within the Study Area. Wetland
determination data sheets (Appendix C) were completed at 15 sample points that were
representative of the wetland and upland conditions near the boundary and where potential
wetlands may be present based on the desktop review and field reconnaissance. Appendix D
provides photographs, typically at the sample point locations of the wetlands and adjacent
uplands. Photos of old clay tile shards, new and old drain tile risers, and drain tile outlets
are also included. The wetland boundary and sample point locations are shown on Figure 6
(Appendix A) and the wetland is summarized in Table 2 and detailed in the following

sections.
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Table 2. Summary of Wetlands Identified within the Study Area

£
Wetland o *Surface Water NR15.1 Acreage
Wetland Description . Protective :
ID Connections (on-site)
Area
Less
W-1 Farmed Wet Meadow Isolated susceptible, 2.09
10-30 feet

*Classification based on Heartland’s professional opinion. Jurisdictional authority of
wetland and waterway protective areas under NR 151 lies with the WDNR. Local 2.09
zoning authorities may have additional restrictions. USACE has authority for
determining federal jurisdiction of wetlands and waterways.

Wetland 1 (W-1)

Wetland 1 (W-1) is a 2.09-acre farmed wet meadow located within low-lying portions of the

agricultural fields along the northern boundary of the Study Area.

No live vegetation was observed within W-1 at the time of the initial site visits on 5/19 and
5/23 due to the agricultural fields being recently disked and planted; however, cattail
(Typha sp.) detritus was present throughout the disked soils in the delineated wetland area.
Additionally, reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea, FACW) dominated unfarmed areas
adjacent to and at approximately the same elevation as the delineated wetland area. At the
time of the additional site visit on 7/26, W-1 was dominated by lady’s-thumb (Persicaria
maculsa, FAC) and yellow nut sedge (Cyperus esculentus, FACW) in addition to low percent
cover of narrow-leaf cattail (Typha angustifolia, OBL), reed canary grass (Phalaris
arundinacea, FACW), and river bulrush (Bolboschoenus fluviatilis, OBL). Crop stress and
drown out was evident throughout most of W-1. Therefore the wetland vegetation

parameter was met.

The Thick Dark Surface (A12), Depleted Matrix (F3), Redox Dark Surface (F6), and Redox
Depressions (F8) hydric soil indicators were observed in various combinations at the sample

points completed within W-1. Thus, the hydric soil parameter was met.

No primary wetland hydrology indicators were observed within W-1 at the time of the initial
site visit; however, the secondary indicators of Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
and Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) were noted during the off-site analysis and Geomorphic
Position (D2) was noted during the field investigation. At the time of follow-up site visits

immediately following moderate precipitation events in June, the water table was observed
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at five to eight inches below the soil surface at the sample points within W-1. The recent tile
installation does not appear to be sufficiently draining this area. Therefore, the wetland

hydrology parameter was considered to be met.

The boundary of W-1 followed a poorly-defined topographic break and was determined
primarily through signatures observed during the off-site analysis and the extent of crop

stress and wetland vegetation observed on 7/26.

Waterways

No waterways or waterbodies were observed within the Study Area.

Additional Field Investigation Visits, Evaluation of Drain Tile Efficacy, and Summary of

Non-Wetland Determination in Southern Depression (Sample Point P10)

Additional site visits were performed to evaluate the efficacy of the 2021 drain tile
installation by measuring the depth to water table in existing soil sampling augur holes.
Additional site visits were performed on June 7" and June 9" following moderate
precipitation events of 0.38 inches on June 5%, 0.47 inches on June 6%, and 0.85 inches on
June 8.

Based on these additional site visits, drain tile appears to be effectively draining potential
wetland areas in the southern portion of the Study Area as the water table was observed at
a depth = 12 inches below the soil surface at sample points P09, P10, and P12. Given the
recency of this precipitation, A2/C2 was not considered to be met as the water table likely
does not remain at this depth long enough to meet wetland hydrology due to tile drainage.
Drain tile does not appear to be effectively draining the wetland area in the northern portion
of the Study Area (W-1) due to observation of a water table at five to eight inches below the
soil surface at sample points PO1, PO3, and PO6.

Two drain tile outlets were located and observed at a ditch on the eastern side of Hickory
Lane. Both tile outlets were observed to be flowing, one more readily than the other. The
better-flowing outlet is believed to connect to the tile network in the southern portion of the
Study Area.

An additional site visit on July 26" was made to observe vegetation in potential wetland
areas. Crop stress, crop drown out, and hydrophytic vegetation was readily evident within

the delineated wetland area W-1. Within the depression in the southern portion of the Study
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Area (surrounding sample point P10), the corn crop was healthy and no crop stress was
apparent. The corn crop in this location was 8-9 feet tall. Little volunteer vegetation,
consisting of equal low-percent cover of velvet leaf (Abutilon theophrasti, UPL) and yellow
nut sedge (Scirpus cyperinus, FACW), was present.

In summary: although hydric soils are present at sample point P10, these soils are relict
and representative of conditions prior to the drain tile installation. Given the observations of
a depth to water table of > 12 inches immediately following moderate rain events, drain tile
appears to be effectively draining this area and preventing wetland hydrology. Although the
depression featured wetland signatures in 75% of the normal years reviewed, this imagery
is not representative of conditions following the drain tile installation. Given the combination
of these factors and the delineator’s professional judgement, the depression in the southern

portion of the Study Area was determined to be non-wetland.

3.3 Other Considerations

This report is limited to the identification and delineation of wetlands within the Study Area.
Other regulated environmental resources that result in land use restrictions may be present
within the Study Area that were not evaluated by Heartland (e.g. navigable waterways,

floodplains, cultural resources, and threatened or endangered species).

Wisconsin Act 183 provides exemptions to permitting requirements for certain nonfederal
wetlands. Nonfederal wetlands are wetlands that are not subject to federal jurisdiction.
Exemptions apply to projects in urban areas with wetland impacts up to 1-acre per parcel.
An urban area is defined as an incorporated area; an area within ¥2 mile of an incorporated
area; or an area served by a sewerage system. Exemptions for nonfederal wetlands also
apply to projects in rural areas with wetland impacts up to three (3) acres per parcel.
Exemptions in rural areas only apply to structures with an agricultural purpose such as
buildings, roads, and driveways. The determination of federal and nonfederal wetlands
MUST be made by the USACE through an Approved Jurisdictional Determination (AJD). This

report may be submitted to the USACE to assist with their determination.

Wis. Adm. Code NR 151 (“NR 151”) requires that a “protective area” (buffer) be determined
from the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM) of lakes, streams and rivers, or at the

delineated boundary of wetlands. Per NR 151.12, the protective area width for “less
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susceptible” wetlands is determined by using 10% of the average wetland width, no less
than 10 feet or more than 30 feet. “Moderately susceptible” wetlands, lakes, and perennial
and intermittent streams identified on recent mapping require a protective area width of 50
feet; while “highly susceptible wetlands” are associated with outstanding or exceptional
resource waters in areas of special natural resource interest and require protective area
width of 75 feet. Table 2 above lists the potential wetland buffers per NR 151 for each
wetland identified based on Heartland’s professional opinion. Please note that jurisdictional
authority on wetland and waterway protective areas under NR 151 lies with the WDNR.
Local zoning authorities and regional planning organizations may have additional land use

restrictions within or adjacent to wetlands.

4.0 Conclusion

Heartland completed an assured wetland determination and delineation within the Hickory
Lane Property on May 19 and 23, and July 26, 2022 at the request of Research Products
Corporation. Fieldwork was completed by Scott Fuchs, Environmental Scientist, an assured
delineator qualified via the WDNR Wetland Delineation Assurance Program (Appendix E).
The Study Area lies in Section 23, T9N, R9E, Town of Vienna, Dane County, WI (Figure 1,
Appendix A).

One (1) wetland area was delineated and mapped within the 65.57-acre Study Area (Figure
6, Appendix A). The wetland, which may be classified as a farmed wet meadow, totals
approximately 2.09 acres within the Study Area. No waterways or waterbodies were

observed within the Study Area.

Wetlands, waterways, and water bodies discussed in this report may be subject to federal
regulation under the jurisdiction of the USACE, state regulation under the jurisdiction of the
WDNR, and the local zoning authority. Heartland recommends this report be submitted to
the USACE for final jurisdictional review and concurrence. Review by local authorities may

be necessary for determination of any applicable zoning and setback restrictions.

Heartland recommends that all applicable regulatory agency reviews and permits are
obtained prior to beginning work within the Study Area or within or adjacent to wetlands or

waterways. Heartland can assist with evaluating the need for additional environmental
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reviews, surveys, or regulatory agency coordination in consideration of the proposed activity

and land use as requested but is outside of the scope of the wetland delineation.

Experienced and qualified professionals completed the wetland determination and
delineation using standard practices and professional judgment. Wetland boundaries may be
affected by conditions present within the Study Area at the time of the fieldwork. All final
decisions on wetlands and their boundaries are made by the USACE, the WDNR, and/or
sometimes a local unit of government. Wetland determination and boundary reviews by
regulatory agencies may result in modifications to the findings presented to the Client.
These modifications may result from varying conditions between the time the wetland
delineation was completed and the time of the review. Factors that may influence the
findings may include but not limited to precipitation patterns, drainage modifications,

changes or modification to vegetation, and the time of year.
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Antecedent Precipitation vs Normal Range based on NOAA's Daily Global Historical Climatology Network
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Coordinates 43.24656, -89.38403 30 Days Ending 30t %ile (in) 70t %ile (in) Observed (in) | Wetness Condition | Condition Value |Month Weight Product
Observation Date 2022-05-22 2022-05-22 2.642913 4.66063 1.850394 Dry 1 3 3
Elevation (ft) 940.08 2022-04-22 2.522835 4.562205 3.173228 Normal 2 2 4
Drought Index (PDSI) Moderate drought (2022-04) 2022-03-23 1.274803 2.076772 2.814961 Wet 3 1 3
WebWIMP H,0 Balance Dry Season Result Normal Conditions - 10
Weather Station Name Coordinates | Elevation (ft) |Distance (mi) | Elevation A | Weighted A Days Normal Days Antecedent
ARLINGTON 43.3042, -89.3453 1051.837 4,434 111.757 2.491 10901 89
MORRISONVILLE 0.1 ENE 43.2773, -89.3551 971.129 1.923 80.708 1.021 0 1
SUN PRAIRIE 3 W 43,1936, -89.2822 950.131 8.275 101.706 4,565 7 0
LODI 43,3217, -89.5311 824.147 9.419 227.69 6.383 127 0
MADISON DANE RGNL AP 43.1406, -89.3453 866.142 11.304 185.695 7.186 318 0
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WebWIMP H,0 Balance Dry Season Result Normal Conditions - 11
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-19

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: PO1
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): None Slope (%): 0-2
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B | . 43.249660 Long: -89.387170 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: E1H (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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_v__ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No within a Wetland? Yes 4 No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes __ v No If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently plowed
agricultural field - not normal circumstances (5/19). Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

|

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ v No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: . o
This area featured wetland signatures in 100% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery

analysis. C9 and D1 indicators observed during the offsite imagery analysis.

Remarks:
No primary wetland hydrology indicators observed during the initial field investigation on 5/23. Drain

tile was installed in this area during the fall/winter of 2021. Additional site visits were made on 6/7
and 6/9 to evaluate the efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of 0.38 inches on 6/5, 0.47
inches on 6/6, and 0.85 inches on 6/8. A water table was observed at 8 inches on 6/7 and 5 inches
on 6/9. Drain tile does not appear to be effectively draining this area.

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P01

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 4.00 x1l= 4.00
FACW species 17.00 X2= 34.00
FAC species 20.00 x3= 60.00
FACU species 2.00 X4 = 8.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00
Column Totals: 43.00 (A) 106.00 (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.465

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_v_ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%

+ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Persicaria maculosa 20 Y FAC
2. Cyperus esculentus 15 Y FACW
3. Abutilon theophrasti 2 N FACU
4. Bolboschoenus fluviatilis 2 N OBL
5. Phalaris arundinacea 2 N FACW
6. Typha anqustifolia 2 N OBL
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.
2
3.
4
= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes v No

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

Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.

~5%.

5/23: Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field, no vegetation
present. There is cattail detritus present within the disked soils.
7/26: Crop stress evident. Corn mostly drowned out, but improving slightly to the east. Corn cover is

US Army Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: P01
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks

_0-12 10YR 2/1 98 10YR 4/6 2 _C _M _SICI
12-16 10YR 3/1 95 10YR 46 5 _C _M_ _SICI
16-27 10YR 4/1 80 10YR 4/6 20 _C _M SIC

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3)

_v_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _v_ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ v No

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-19

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P02

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B Lat: 43.249019 Long: -89.387069 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: WWacousta silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances. Hydric soils we're observed; however, this is
not representative of current conditions. Drain tile is present according to the farmer.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
No wetland signatures observed in this location during the aerial imagery review. Wetland signatures did not extend this far south.

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P02

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00

UPL species 0.00 x5=_0.00
ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Recently disked and planted agricultural field, no vegetation present.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P02

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type® Loc® Texture Remarks
_0-12 10YR 3/2 100 ] |

12-24 10YR 4/2 80 10YR 4/6 20 _C M SIC

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

_v_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ v No

Remarks:

Hydric soils are present, but are believed to be relict and not representative of current conditions.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-19

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P03
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Toeslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): None Slope (%): 0-2
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B Lat: 43.250170 Long: -89.385851 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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_v__ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No within a Wetland? Yes__ o No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes __ v No If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances (5/19). Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) _v_ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

|

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes_v No Depth (inches): 24
Saturation Present? Yes_v __ No Depth (inches): 22 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ v No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: . o
This area featured wetland signatures in 63% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery

analysis. C9 and D1 indicators observed during the offsite imagery analysis.

Remarks:
No primary wetland hydrology indicators observed during the field initial field investigation on 5/23.

Drain tile was installed in this area during the fall/winter of 2021. Additional site visits were made on
6/7 and 6/9 to evaluate the efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of 0.38 inches on 6/5,
0.47 inches on 6/6, and 0.85 inches on 6/8. A water table was observed at 19 inches on 6/7 and 8
inches on 6/9. Drain tile does not appear to be effectively draining this area.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P03

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 3 B)

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00 (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 3.00 x1l= 3.00
FACW species 5.00 X2= 10.00
FAC species 5.00 x3= 15.00

FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

Column Totals: 13.00 (A) 28.00 (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.154

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_v_ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%

+ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0"

4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Cyperus esculentus 5 Y FACW
2. Persicaria maculosa Y FAC
3. Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani 3 Y OBL
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.
2
3.
4
= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes v No

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

Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.

5/19: Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation
present. There is cattail detritus present within the disked soils in this area. Vegetation off-site to the
east consists of: RCG 70, poa pra 30, tri pra 5. Hydrophytic vegetation noted to be present due to
off-site vegetation at the same elevation/landscape position and cattail detritus.

7/26: Crop stress and drown out conspicuous. Corn crop has 60% cover and is only ~3 feet tall.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P03

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 95 10YR 3/6 _5 C _PL _SICL
6-14 10YR 3/1 95 10YR 3/6 _5 C M/PL _SICI

14-24 10YR 4/1 80 10YR 4/6 20 _C M

C

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)

|<

|~

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes v No

Remarks:

Soil does not meet A12 due to shallow (6-inch) 2/1 surface layer.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-19

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P04

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Subtle Saddle

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B Lat: 43.249819 Long: -89.386138 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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)
Field Observations:

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Wetland signatures observed during aerial imagery review did not extend into this area.

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P04

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present (5/23). Corn crop healthy and

8-9 feet tall in this location on 7/26.
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SOIL Sampling Point: P04

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
_0-7 10YR 2/1 100 ] |

_7-12 10YR 3/1 100 _sicl

12-16 10YR 3/1 95 10YR 4/6 5 _C M C
16-24 10YR 4/1 95 10YR 4/6 5 _C _M C

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed. Soil does not meet A12 due to shallow (7-inch) 2/1 surface layer.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P05

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Berm

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B Lat: 43.249803 Long: -89.384712 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _ v No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded on a constructed berm at the
edge of the agricultural field along the eastern edge of the study area.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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)
Field Observations:

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P05

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Bromus inermis 50 Y UPL
2. Phalaris arundinacea _30 _ Y FACW
3. Taraxacum officinale _10 __ N FACU
4. Lathyrus pratensis 10 N FACU
5. Cirsium vulgare ) N __ FACU
6. Solidago canadensis 5 N  FACU
7
8
9
10.
11.
12.

110 = Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.
2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ] (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 2 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50.00 (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species __30.00 x2=_60.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 30.00 x4=_120.00
UPL species 50.00 x5=_250.00

Column Totals: _110.00 (@A) 430.00 @B
Prevalence Index =B/A= 3,9]

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
Weedy veg present at field edge/constructed berm.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P05

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type® Loc® Texture Remarks
_0-14 10YR 2/2 100 ] |

14-20 10YR 2/2 93 10YR 3/6 7 _C M _SIL
20-24 10YR 3/1 95 10YR 4/6 5 _C M C

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P06
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 249445 Long: -89.385609 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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_v__ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No within a Wetland? Yes__ o No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes __ v No If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a subtle swale / low
lying area adjacent to a constructed berm. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Relief (D4)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

|

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ v No

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: . o
This area featured wetland signatures in 25% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery

analysis. C9 and D1 indicators observed during the offsite imagery analysis.

Remarks:
No primary hydrology indicators observed during field investigation on 5/23. Drain tile was installed

in this area during the fall/winter of 2021. Additional site visits were made on 6/7 and 6/9 to evaluate
the efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of 0.38 inches on 6/5, 0.47 inches on 6/6, and
0.85 inches on 6/8. A water table was observed at 6 inches on 6/7 and 5 inches on 6/9. Drain tile
does not appear to be effectively draining this area.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P06

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 3 B)

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100.00 (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 2.00 x1l= 2.00
FACW species 3.00 X2= 6.00
FAC species 3.00 x3= 9.00

FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

Column Totals: 8.00 (A) 17.00 (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.125

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_v_ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%

+ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0"

4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Cyperus esculentus 3 Y FACW
2. Persicaria maculosa Y FAC
3. Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani 2 Y OBL
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.
2
3.
4
= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes v No

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

Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.

cover and is ~4 feet tall.

5/23: Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation
present. There is cattail detritus present within the disked soils.
7/26: Corn crop is stressed but not as significantly as further north and west. Corn crop has 70%

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P06

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

_0-10 10YR 2/2 97 10YR 3/6 3 _C _M_ _SICl
10-24 10YR 4/1 85 10YR 4/6 15 _C _ M C

. Texture Remarks

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

_v_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _v Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) _v_ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ v No

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: PO7

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA 95B Lat: 43.249235 Long: -89.385923 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

Water Marks (B1)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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)
Field Observations:

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) _
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P07

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present.

No evidence of crop stress, corn 8-9 feet tall on 7/26.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: PO7

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc” Texture Remarks
_0-8 10YR 2/1 100 _SlIL

_8-16 10YR 3/1 100 _sIcL

16-24 10YR 4/1 80 10YR 4/6 20 _C M C

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
__ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed. A12 not met due to shallow (8-inch) 2/1 layer.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P08

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Subtle Swale

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave

Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 247486 Long: -89.382773 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

analysis.

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: ) o
This area featured wetland signatures in 0% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P08

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present.
No crop stress evident, corn crop healthy and 8-9 feet tall on 7/26.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P08

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 2/2 100 _SlIL

_6-10 10YR 2/1 100 Sl

10-14 10YR 2/1 98 10YR 3/6 _ 2 C M SICL

14-24 10YR 4/1 90 10YR 4/6 10 _C M SIC

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P09
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 246946 Long: ~-89.382758 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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 No_ v Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No within a Wetland? Yes No Y
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ v If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.) . . o
An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates

that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

This area featured wetland signatures in 13% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery analysis. Crop stress signature observed
during OSA not interpreted to be consistent enough to meet D1.

Remarks:

No primary wetland hydrology indicators observed during field investigation on 5/23. Additional site
visits were made on 6/7 and 6/9 to evaluate the efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of
0.38 inches on 6/5, 0.47 inches on 6/6, and 0.85 inches on 6/8. A water table was observed at 22
inches on 6/7 and 12 inches on 6/9. Although water table was observed at 12 inches on 6/9,
precipitation was very recent - A2/C2 not checked due to this.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P09

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present
on 5/23 or 7/26. No evidence of crop stress, corn is 8-9 feet tall on 7/26.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P09

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type® Loc® Texture Remarks
_0-16 10YR 2/1 100 _SICL

16-24 10YR 4/1 95 10YR 4/6 _5 C M C

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

_v_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ v No

Remarks:

A12 indicator met but believed to be relict and not representative of current conditions.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P10
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 244792 Long: -89.383953 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: E1KF (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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 No_ v Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ v No within a Wetland? Yes No Y
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ v If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.) . . o
An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates

that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

_v_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: . o
This area featured wetland signatures in 75% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery

analysis. B7, C9, and D1 indicators observed during the offsite imagery analysis.

Remarks:

No primary wetland hydrology indicators observed during field investigation on 5/23. Drain tile was installed
in this area during the fall/winter of 2021. Additional site visits were made on 6/7 and 6/9 to evaluate the
efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of 0.38 inches on 6/5, 0.47 inches on 6/6, and 0.85 inches
on 6/8. A water table was observed at 16 inches on 6/7 and 12 inches on 6/9. Drain tile appears to be
effectively draining this area. Although water table was observed at 12 inches on 6/9, precipitation was very
recent - A2/C2 not checked due to this. The water table is not believed to persist long enough to meet
wetland hydrology. Despite hydrology indicators noted during the OSA, wetland hydrology not present due
to drain tile. Historic imagery does not represent the current condition following drain tile installation. D2 not
applicable due to drain tile presence despite the sample point being in a depression.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P10

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 2 B)
Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50.00 (A/B)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 3.00 X2= 6.00

FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00

FACU species 3.00 X4 = 12.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00
Column Totals: 6.00 (A) 18.00 (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A = 3.000

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Abutilon theophrasti 3 Y FACU
2. Cyperus esculentus 3 Y FACW
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.
2
3.
4
= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Vegetation data based on 7/26 site visit.
present.

cover.

5/23: Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation

7/26: Very little vegetation present, no evidence of crop stress. Corn crop is ~8ft tall and has 90%

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P10

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 10YR 2/1 90 10YR 4/6 5 C M/PL _ Sl
_0-10_ 10YR 3/6 _5
10-18 10YR 2/1 90 10YR 4/6 _5 C M_ _SICL
_10-18 10YR 4/2 _ 5 D M

18-24 10YR 2/1 100 MMI _ Compacted Mucky SiL
"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®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Stratified Layers (A5) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Redox Depressions (F8)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

|<

|~

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ v No

Remarks:

18 - 24 layer has high organic content, likely the original top soil that has been overburdened by
runoff over the years.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P11

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 243846 Long: -89.384017 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Radford silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes NI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

Water Marks (B1)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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)
Field Observations:

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P11

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00

UPL species 0.00 x5=_0.00
ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P11

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
_0-22 10YR 3/2 100 ] |

22-26 10YR 3/2 50 10YR 4/6 10 _C _M Sl
22-26 10YR 4/1

40

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)

__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

__ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P12

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 245974 Long: ~-89.384007 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v. No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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 No_ v Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ v within a Wetland?
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ v If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes No v

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.) . . o
An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates

that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

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)

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

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)
__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
__ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) _

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Drainage Patterns (B10)

Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No

Water Table Present? Yes No

Saturation Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

v Depth (inches):
v__ Depth (inches):
v Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

No wetland hydrology indicators observed during initial field investigation on 5/23. Drain tile was
installed in this area during the fall/winter of 2021. Additional site visits were made on 6/7 and 6/9 to
evaluate the efficacy of drain tile following precipitation events of 0.38 inches on 6/5, 0.47 inches on
6/6, and 0.85 inches on 6/8. No water table was observed at the sample point on either 6/7 or 6/9.
Drain tile appears to be effectively draining this area.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P12

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

cover.

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No volunteer
vegetation present on 5/23 or 7/26. No evidence of crop stress. Corn crop is 8-9 feet tall and 90%

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P12

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 10YR 2/1 100 ] |

10-22 10YR 3/1 90 10YR 4/6 10 _C _M _SICI
22.26 10YR 4/1 _80 10YR 4/6 20 _C

M

C

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
__ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

2/1 layer too shallow (10 inches) to meet A12

US Army Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P13
Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs Section, Township, Range: SeC 23 TOO9N RO09E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): None Slope (%): 3-7
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 245748 Long: -89.385671 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v No___ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v, Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No_ Vv
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 No_ v Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v within a Wetland? Yes No Y
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ v If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.) . . o
An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates

that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

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

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

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

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

__ lron Deposits (B5) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Microtopographic Relief (D4)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

This area featured wetland signatures in 25% of the normal precipitation years reviewed during the offsite imagery analysis. Crop stress signatures not considered
to be consistent enough to meet D1.

Remarks:

No wetland hydrology indicators observed. Although saturation was observed on some aerial
imagery, C9 requires that saturated soil signatures correspond to field-verified hydric soils,
depressions or drainage patterns, differential crop management, or other evidence of a seasonal
high water table. None of these requirements were observed after the time of the drain tile
installation in fall 2021, therefore C9 was not confirmed as a hydrology indicator.

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P13

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00

UPL species 0.00 x5=_0.00
ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: P13

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type® Loc® Texture Remarks
_0-8 10YR 2/1 100 ] |

_8-18 10YR 3/1 100 _sicl

18-24 10YR 3/1 97 10YR 46 3 _C M _SICL

"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®:

___ Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, _ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Red Parent Material (F21)
Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P14

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 3-7

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 244809 Long: -89.385735 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

Water Marks (B1)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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)
Field Observations:

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P14

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00

UPL species 0.00 x5=_0.00
ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P14

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 10YR 2/2 100 ] |

13-24 10YR 4/2 90 10YR 4/6 10 _C M SICI

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)

__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

__ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/site: Hickory | ane Parcel city/County: Dane County Sampling Date: 2022-05-23

State: Wisconsin Sampling Point: P15

Applicant/owner: Research Products Corporation

Investigator(s): Scott Fuchs
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Sideslope

Section, Township, Range: Sec 23 TOO9N RO09E

Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR K, MLRA95B | .. 43 244668 Long: -89.382717 patum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Colwood silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes NWI classification: N/A (WWI)
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _ v/ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

, Soil
, Soil

Are Vegetation __ v/ , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No_ v

(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 No_ vV
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No v

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

An analysis of antecedent precipitation was performed using the USACE APT tool, which indicates
that conditions are normal for the time of year. Sample point recorded within a recently disked and
planted agricultural field - not normal circumstances.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

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

Water Marks (B1)

___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
___ Marl Deposits (B15)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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)
Field Observations:

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Microtopographic Relief (D4)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No __ v Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes No _ v Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v

(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: o
No wetland hydrology indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: P15

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 )

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

N o g w0 DN RE

= Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 )

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)
Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0.00 x1l= 0.00
FACW species 0.00 X2= 0.00
FAC species 0.00 x3= 0.00
FACU species 0.00 x4= 0.00
UPL species 0.00 x5= 0.00

ColumnTotals: __ Q.00 (A _ _0.00 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

N o g & 0 DN E

= Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%
3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"

___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© ® N o o & 0 DN PF

[N
©

=
=

N
N

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

2
3.
4

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation

Present? Yes No__ Vv

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

Sample point recorded within a recently disked and planted agricultural field. No vegetation present
on 5/23. Corn crop is healthy and 8-9 feet tall on 7/26, no evidence of crop stress.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: P15

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 10YR 2/2 98 10YR 3/6 2 C M SIL

10-24 10YR 2/2 90 10YR 3/6 10 _C M SICI

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

?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

__ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

MLRA 149B)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)

__ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

__ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes No _ v

Remarks:

No hydric soil indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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ASSURED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT

Research Products Corporation
Hickory Lane Property

Project #: 20220679

August 8, 2022

Appendix D | Site Photographs

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources.



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #1 Sample point P1 Photo #2 Sample point P1
Photo #3 Sample point P1 Photo #4 Sample point P1
Photo #5 Sample point P2 Photo #6 Sample point P2

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 1 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #7 Sample point P2 Photo #8 Sample point P2
Photo #9 Sample point P3 Photo #10 Sample point P3
Photo #11 Sample point P3 Photo #12 Sample point P3

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 2 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #13 Sample point P4 Photo #14 Sample point P4
Photo #15 Sample point P4 Photo #16 Sample point P4
Photo #17 Sample point P5 Photo #18 Sample point P5

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 3 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #19 Sample point P5 Photo #20 Sample point P5
Photo #21 Sample point P6 Photo #22 Sample point P6
Photo #23 Sample point P6 Photo #24 Sample point P6

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 4 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #25 Sample point P7 Photo #26 Sample point P7
Photo #27 Sample point P7 Photo #28 Sample point P7
Photo #29 Sample point P8 Photo #30 Sample point P8

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 5 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #31 Sample point P8 Photo #32 Sample point P8
Photo #33 Sample point P9 Photo #34 Sample point P9
Photo #35 Sample point P9 Photo #36 Sample point P9

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 6 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #37 Sample point P10 Photo #38 Sample point P10
Photo #39 Sample point P10 Photo #40 Sample point P10
Photo #41 Sample point P11 Photo #42 Sample point P11

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 7 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #43 Sample point P11 Photo #44 Sample point P11
Photo #45 Sample point P12 Photo #46 Sample point P12
Photo #47 Sample point P12 Photo #48 Sample point P12

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 8 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #49 Sample point P13 Photo #50 Sample point P13
Photo #51 Sample point P13 Photo #52 Sample point P13
Photo #53 Sample point P14 Photo #54 Sample point P14

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 9 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #55 Sample point P14 Photo #56 Sample point P14
Photo #57 Sample point P15 Photo #58 Sample point P15
Photo #59 Sample point P15 Photo #60 Sample point P15

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 10 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #61 Clay Tile Fragments Photo #62 Clay Tile Fragments
Photo #63 Clay Tile Fragments Photo #64 Drain Tile Outlet
Photo #65 Drain Tile Outlet Drain Tile Outlet

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 11 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #66 New Drain Tile Riser Photo #67 Old Drain Tile Riser
Photo #68 Approx. Sample Point PO1 Location Photo #69 Approx. Sample Point PO1 Location
- July - July
Photo #70 Approx. Sample Point PO1 Location Photo #71 Approx. Sample Point POl Location
- July - July

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 12 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin

Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679

Photo #72 Approx. PO3 Sample Point Location Photo #73 Approx. PO3 Sample Point Location
- July - July

Photo #74 Approx. PO3 Sample Point Location Photo #75 Approx. PO3 Sample Point Location
- July - July

Photo #76 Approx. PO6 Sample Point Location Photo #77 Approx. PO6 Sample Point Location
- July - July

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 13 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #78 Approx. PO6 Sample Point Location Photo #79 Approx. PO6 Sample Point Location
- July - July
Photo #80 Approx. P10 Sample Point Location Photo #81 Approx. P10 Sample Point Location
/ Southern Depression - July / Southern Depression - July
Photo #82 Approx. P10 Sample Point Location Photo #83 Approx. P10 Sample Point Location
/ Southern Depression - July / Southern Depression - July

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 14 of 15



Hickory Lane Property Assured Wetland Delineation

Research Products Corporation Dane County, Wisconsin
Photos Taken 5/19, 5/23, & 7/26 2022 Heartland Project #: 20220679
Photo #84 Wetland W-1 Photo #85 Wetland W-1
Photo #86 Wetland W-1 Photo #87 Wetland W-1
Photo #88 Wetland W-1 Photo #89 Wetland W-1

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 15 of 15



ASSURED WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT

Research Products Corporation
Hickory Lane Property

Project #: 20220679

August 8, 2022

Appendix E | Delineator Qualifications

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources.



Scott Fuchs

Environmental Scientist

506 Springdale Street

Mount Horeb, WI 53572
scott@heartlandecological.com
(608) 490-2450

Scott is a WDNR-assured wetland delineator and environmental scientist with expertise in botany, wetland assessment
and delineation, natural plant communities of Wisconsin, geographic information systems (GIS), and state/federal
wetland regulations and permitting. Scott has been involved in the field of ecological restoration and conservation for
over seven years working as a field restoration ecologist and crew leader, ecology research assistant, wetland
delineator, environmental consultant, and GIS administrator. Since joining Heartland, Scott has provided support for
completion of hundreds of wetland delineations and determinations, served as lead delineator on numerous
delineations that were subsequently confirmed by WDNR wetland regulatory staff, prepared wetland and waterway
permit applications submitted to the DNR and USACE, and performed vegetation and hydrology monitoring and
reporting for wetland mitigation projects. Scott also provides technical support by assisting with natural area
restoration planning, monitoring and management, developing GIS-based project mapping, collecting and interpreting
historic aerial imagery, and performing analysis of GIS data sets. Scott implemented Heartland’s current GIS
workflow, which utilizes ArcGIS Pro, ArcGIS Online, sub-foot EOS Arrow GNSS receivers, and tablet devices to
accurately record and view environmental data in the field. Scott achieved his professionally assured wetland
delineator certification from the DNR in February 2022.

His experience includes: wetland determination and delineation, long-term vegetation and wildlife monitoring and
reporting, collecting and processing monitoring well hydrology data, wetland mitigation bank viability analysis and
planning, preparing state artificial and non-federal wetland exemption requests, preparing wetland and waterway
permit applications, writing wetland delineation reports, rare species surveys, invasive species control, conducting
prescribed burns, and invasive herbaceous, shrub, and tree removal.

Education
BS, Biology (Emphasis in Ecology), University of 1fi 1 TaT]
Wisconsin — Whitewater, Whitewater, W1, 2015 Certlflcatlons and Tralnlng

Professionally Assured Wetland Delineator,
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Basic Wetland Delineation Training, Continuing (2022)

Education and Extension, UW-La Crosse, La Crosse WI,

2019 . . . . N
Wildland Fire Fighter Type 2, National Wildfire

Coordinating Group, Incident Management

Advanced Wetland Delineation Training, Continuing Specialists, LLC, Madison WI, 2017

Education and Extension, UW-La Crosse, La Crosse WI,

2019 . .
Level One Chainsaw Safety Training, Forest

Industry Safety & Training Alliance, Eau Claire

Critical Methods in Wetland Delineation, Continuing WI. 2016

Education and Extension, UW-La Crosse, Madison WI,

2019, 2020, 2021 o . .
Certified Pesticide Applicator (Category 6),

Wisconsin Department of Trade and Consumer
Protection, Madison WI, 2016

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources.



Project Experience

Wetland Determinations and Delineations

Morey Solar Field Wetland Delineation and Restoration, Dane Co., WI

Assisted in the delineation of wetlands present on a 104-acre airport property, which was a proposed site for a
solar field on the west side of Madison, WI. Following construction of the solar field, assisted in creating a
native species planting and management plan.

Mallard Ridge and Glacier Ridge Landfill Pipelines: Walworth Co. and Dodge Co., WI

Performed wetland delineation along separate 1.5-mile and 3.6-mile corridors passing through savanna, upland
prairie, wet prairie, hardwood swamps, agricultural fields, stream crossings, and highway right-of-way. Wetland
delineation was necessary for construction of methane pipelines linking to nearby regional pipelines.

Nuemann Development: Port Washington Road Subdivision, Ozaukee Co., WI
Performed a wetland determination and delineation within a 50-acre agricultural field. Compiled historic
information to support an approved W1 Act 183 artificial wetland exemption for wetlands located on site.

1520 LLC: Port Washington Road Commercial Development, Ozaukee Co., WI

Performed a wetland determination and delineation within a highly disturbed 3-acre parcel containing clayey
soils that was subsequently confirmed by WI DNR wetland regulatory staff. Compiled historic information to
support an approved WI Act 183 artificial wetland exemption for wetlands located on site.

Private Landowner: Bear Creek Wetland Delineation and Driveway Crossing Permitting, Monroe Co., WI
Performed a wetland determination and delineation along a section of Bear Creek with several old oxbows to
support culvert installation and minor wetland disturbance permitting for the purposes of installation of a rural
driveway. This wetland delineation was subsequently confirmed by WI DNR wetland regulatory staff and was
utilized in obtaining necessary state and federal permits. Prepared and obtained culvert installation and general
wetland disturbance permits from the WI DNR and USACE.

Wetland and Waterway Permitting

KL Engineering/Dane County Parks: Phase 2 Lower Yahara River Trail, Dane County, WI

Assisted senior Heartland staff in performing a wetland delineation along an unimproved recreational trail on
the northern shore of Lake Kegonsa. Supported KL Engineering in their design of a boardwalk built on the
footprint of the unimproved trail by recommending efforts to reduce impacts to wetlands. Drafted an individual
wetland disturbance permit application for temporary and minor permanent impacts involved with the project.
Facilitated the purchase of mitigation credits required by the permit approval to offset wetland impacts.

D’Onofrio, Kottke & Associates: Creek Crossing Development, Dane County, WI

Assisted residential developer and engineering firm by writing an application for, and obtaining, an individual
permit needed for road crossings, culvert placement, and pedestrian bridge associated with a 32-acre
residential development.

Epic: Epic Campus Expansion, Dane County, WI

Assisted in writing application materials for, and obtaining and individual permit for impacts to wetlands
associated with an expansion of the Epic campus. Developed practicable alternatives analysis to minimize
wetland impacts to the greatest extent practicable.

Hydrology Monitoring Well Data Analysis

Wisconsin DNR: Soik ILF Mitigation Site, Portage County, WI
Performed collection and processing of data from 14 monitoring wells present on a 60-acre ILF mitigation site.
Performed analysis of hydrology data to determine if the site’s wetland hydrology standard was met.

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 2 of 4



Summarized results and created graphical representations of hydrology monitoring for end-of-year reporting to
the WDNR and USACE.

Bear Development: Barnes Prairie Mitigation Bank Site, Kenosha Co., WI

Performed collection and processing of data from 46 hydrology monitoring wells located throughout a 230-acre
agricultural field. Analyzed data to determine if wetland hydrology was present in the location of the sampling
wells. Produced graphical representations of precipitation and ground water level data.

Wisconsin DNR: Evansville ILF Mitigation Bank Site, Rock Co., WI

Performed collection and processing of data from 9 hydrology monitoring wells within agricultural fields,
disturbed wet meadow, and shrub-carr communities across a 40-acre site. Analyzed data to determine if
wetland hydrology was present in the location of the sampling wells and to compile baseline information prior
to wetland restoration work. Produced graphical representations of precipitation and ground water level data.

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Rare Species Monitoring

Wisconsin DNR: Soik ILF Mitigation Site, Portage County, WI

Established quantitative vegetation monitoring plots and performed vegetation monitoring of a 60-acre wetland
mitigation bank in Wisconsin’s central sands region. Vegetation monitoring was completed to assess
progression of the site towards meeting regulatory performance standards. Vegetation monitoring including
sample plot surveys and timed meander surveys. The results were summarized to assess the various
performance metrics across a variety of wetland vegetative community and compensation types.

Kreyer Creek Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Bank Site, Monroe County, WI

Conducted quantitative vegetation monitoring of this 200+ acre compensatory wetland mitigation site.
Vegetation monitoring was completed to assess progression of the site towards meeting regulatory
performance standards. Vegetation monitoring including sample plot surveys and timed meander surveys. The
results were summarized to assess the various performance metrics including florist quality assessments and
diversity, invasive and noninvasive species relative cover, and prevalence indices of hydrophytic vegetation.
The vegetation data and results were incorporate into the annual monitoring report required by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and Interagency Review Team.

Nantucket Conservation Foundation: Head of the Plains, Nantucket County, MA

Conducted vegetation monitoring, small mammal live-trapping, and insect pitfall trapping to collect data that is
being used in a longitudinal study exploring the viability of different ecological management and restoration
techniques in sandplain grassland habitat, a globally rare ecological community.

Nantucket Conservation Foundation: Head of the Plains, Nantucket County, MA

Installed acoustic bat monitoring devices and regularly downloaded the recorded data to determine the
presence of different bat species. Assisted in mist-netting and radio telemetry tracking of federally threatened
northern long-eared bats. Performed emergence counts of bat roosting locations discovered via radio telemetry
tracking.

Nantucket Conservation Foundation: Coatue, Nantucket County, MA
Conducted vegetation monitoring for a graduate level study investigating the effects of cormorant nesting on
plant communities in remote sand dune/shoal habitats.

Ecological Restoration and Invasive Species Management

Big Hollow Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Bank, Sauk County, WI

Assisted with the development of a Compensation Site Plan (CSP) for a nearly 200-acre compensatory wetland
mitigation bank site as part of the Mitigation Banking Instrument (MBI). Completed various technical
components of the CSP including assessment of the overall site characteristics and history, vegetation
restoration plan, development of regulatory performance standards, and monitoring and management plan.
Completed all site mapping and plans utilizing GIS.
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Good Oak Ecological Services, Numerous Locations Throughout Dane County and Surrounding Areas, WI
Performed invasive species management and ecological restoration activities in prairie, oak savanna, and oak
woodland habitats throughout Dane County and surrounding areas. Activities included chemical and mechanical
control of invasive species, invasive brush and tree removal with chainsaws and brush cutters, prescribed burns
on small to medium (1-15 acres) sized prairies and oak woodlands, native vegetation seeding, and erosion
control installation.

UW-Madison, UW-Madison Lakeshore Preserve, Dane County, WI
Performed invasive species management on thistle, garlic mustard, dame’s rocket, and porcelain berry via
chemical spraying and cut-and-treat methods.

Nantucket Conservation Foundation: Head of the Plains, Sanford Farm / Ram Pasture, Madequecham Valley,

Nantucket County, MA
Performed cut-and-treat management of invasive Phragmites in salt marsh habitats.

Solutions for people, projects, and ecological resources. Page 4 of 4



State of Wisconsin

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
1300 W Clairemont Avenue

Eau Claire, WI 54701

Tony Evers, Governor
Preston D. Cole, Secretary

Telephone 608-266-2621

Toll Free 1-888-936-7463
TTY Access viarelay - 711

April 1, 2022

Scott Fuchs

Heartland Ecological Group, Inc.
506 Springdale Street

Mt. Horeb, W1 53572

Subject: 2022 Assured Wetland Delineator Confirmation
Dear Mr. Fuchs:

This letter provides Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) confirmation for the wetland
delineations you conduct during the 2022 growing season. You and your clients will not need to wait for the
WDNR to review your wetland delineations before moving forward with project planning. This will help
expedite the review process for WDNR’s wetland regulatory program. Your name and contact information
will continue to be listed on our website at: http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/wetlands/assurance.html.

In the instance where a municipality may require a letter of confirmation for your work prior to moving
forward in the local regulatory process, this letter shall serve as that confirmation. Although your wetland
delineations do not require WDNR field review, inclusion of a Wetland Delineation Report is required for
projects needing State authorized wetland, waterway and/or storm water permit approvals.

In order to comply with Chapter 23.321, State Statutes, please supply the department with a polygon
shapefile of the wetland boundaries delineated within the project area. Please do not include data such as
parcel boundaries, project limits, wetland graphic representation symbols, etc. If internal upland polygons
are found within a wetland polygon, then please label as UPLAND. The shapefile should utilize a State Plane
Projection and be overlain onto recent aerial photography. If a different projection system is used, please
indicate in which system the data are projected. In the correspondence sent with the shapefile, please
supply a brief description of each wetland’s plant community (eg: wet meadow, floodplain forest, etc.).
Please send these data to Calvin Lawrence (608-266-0756 or email at calvin.lawrence@wisconsin.gov).

If you or any client has a question regarding your status in the Wetland Delineation Professional Assurance

Program, contact me by email at kara.brooks@wisconsin.gov or phone at 414-308-6780. Thank you for all
your hard work and best wishes for the upcoming field season.

Sincerely,

dnr.wi.gov @

Wisconsin.gov Printed on

Recycled
Paper



Kara Brooks
Wetland Identification Coordinator
Bureau of Watershed Management
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TABLE Al

Field data sheet reference (if applicable):

Wetland Hydrology from Aerial Imagery - Recording Form*

Project Name: Hickory Lane Property

Date: 5/22/2022

County: Dane

Investigator: Scott Fuchs Legal Description (T, R, S): T9N RI9E S23
Summary Table
Image Interpretation(s)
Date Image Climate Condition See Offsite Analysis Reference Image figure for outlines of Areas 1-7
Taken (M-Y) Image Source (wet, dry, normal)
Area: 1 Area: 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5
Jul-93 FSA Slide _ SS/DO CS/DO CS/DO/SS NSS ()
Jul-94 FSA Slide Dry SS CS CS NV NV
Sep-95 FSA Slide Normal NC/AP NC/AP NC/AP NV NV
Oct-96 FSA Slide Dry NC NC NC NV NV
Jul-97 FSA Slide Dry NV NV NV NV NV
Jul-98 FSA Slide _ SS NV NV NV CS
Jul-99 FSA Slide Normal WS/SS NV NV NV NV
Jul-00 FSA Slide _ WS/DO NV NV NV CS
Jul-01 FSA Slide Normal WS/AP SS NSS NSS NSS
Jul-03 FSA Slide Dry WS/AP NSS NSS NSS NSS
Jul-04 NAIP Normal WS/DO DO NV NV NV
Jun-05 NAIP Normal NC/WS NV/NSS NV/NSS NV/NSS NV/NSS
Jul-06 NAIP Normal CS (o NV/NSS NV NV
Jul-08 NAIP Normal SW/WS/SS DO DO/SS NV DO
Jul-10 NAIP WS/SS SS SS NV NV
Jul-13 NAIP WS/SS/DO DO DO NV CS
Oct-15 NAIP NC NV NV NV NV
Sep-17 NAIP WS/CS CS CS/DO NV CS/DO
Jul-18 Maxar NC/WS NV NV NV NV
Oct-18 NAIP NCS/WS CS/DO SS SS SS/DO
Aug-20 NAIP NC NC NC NV CS
Normal Climate Condition Area: 1 Area: 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5
Number 8 8 8 8 8
Number with wet signatures 8 5 2 0 1
Percent with wet signatures 100% 63% 25% 0% 13%
Key

WS - Wetland Signature
NC - Not Cropped
DO - Drowned Out

Other labels or comments:

¢ Use above key to label image interpretations. It is imperative that the reviewer read and understand the guidance associated with the use of these labels. If alternate

If alternate labels are used, indicate in box above.

SS - Soil Wetness Signature
AP - Altered Pattern
SW - Standing Water

CS - Crop Stress
NV - Normal Vegetative Cover
NSS - No Soil Wetness Signature

¢ If less than five (5) images taken during normal climate conditions are available, use an equal number of images taken during wet and dry climate
conditions and use as many images as you have available. Describe the results using this methodology in your report.

* Source:

http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance for Offsite Hydrology and Wetland Determinations.pdf



http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance_for_Offsite_Hydrology_and_Wetland_Determinations.pdf

Field data sheet reference (if applicable):

TABLE Al
Wetland Hydrology from Aerial Imagery - Recording Form*
Project Name: Hickory Lane Property Date: 5/22/2022 County: Dane
Investigator: Scott Fuchs Legal Description (T, R, S): T9N R9E S23
Summary Table
Image Interpretation(s)
Date Image Image S Climate Condition See Offsite Analysis Reference Image figure for outlines of Areas 1-6
Taken (M-Y) g€ source (wet, dry, normal)
Area: 6 Area: 7
Jul-93 FSA Slide _ CS/DO SW/SS/CS
Jul-94 FSA Slide Dry CS/DO DO
Sep-95 FSA Slide Normal NV NV
Oct-96 FSA Slide Dry NV CS/DO
Jul-97 FSA Slide Dry NV NV
Jul-98 FSA Slide _ NV/SS CS
Jul-99 FSA Slide Normal (o CS
Jul-00 FSA Slide _ NV SS/DO
Jul-01 FSA Slide Normal NSS SS
Jul-03 FSA Slide Dry NSS NSS
Jul-04 NAIP Normal NV SS/DO
Jun-05 NAIP Normal NV WS/SS/DO/CS
Jul-06 NAIP Normal NV NV
Jul-08 NAIP Normal SS/DO SW/SS/DO
Jul-10 NAIP WS/NC SS/CS/DO
Jul-13 NAIP NV CS/DO/SS
Oct-15 NAIP NV NV
Sep-17 NAIP CS CS/DO
Jul-18 Maxar NV Ccs/DO
Oct-18 NAIP SS DO/AP
Aug-20 NAIP WS/CS/DO CS/DO/WS
Normal Climate Condition Area: 6 Area:7
Number 8 8
Number with wet signatures 2 6
Percent with wet signatures 25% 75%
Key
WS - Wetland Signature SS - Soil Wetness Signature CS - Crop Stress
NC - Not Cropped AP - Altered Pattern NV - Normal Vegetative Cover
DO - Drowned Out SW - Standing Water NSS - No Soil Wetness Signature

Other labels or comments:

¢ Use above key to label image interpretations. It is imperative that the reviewer read and understand the guidance associated with the use of these labels. If alternate
If alternate labels are used, indicate in box above.

¢ If less than five (5) images taken during normal climate conditions are available, use an equal number of images taken during wet and dry climate
conditions and use as many images as you have available. Describe the results using this methodology in your report.

* Source: http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance for Offsite Hydrology and Wetland Determinations.pdf



http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance_for_Offsite_Hydrology_and_Wetland_Determinations.pdf

Field data sheet reference (if applicable):

Wetland Determination from Aerial Imagery - Recording Form*

Project Name: Hickory Lane Property Date: 5/22/2022 County: Dane
Investigator: Scott Fuchs Legal Description (T, R, S): TN R9E 523
Use the decision matrix below to create Table A2
Hydric Soils |ldentified on NWI or Pe.rcent R 3
Present?! WWI2 Signatures from Field Verification Required? Wetland?
TABLE Al
Yes Yes >50% No Yes
Yes Yes 30-50% No Yes
Yes Yes <30% Yes Yes, if other hydrology indicators are present
Yes No >50% No Yes
Yes No 30-50% Yes Yes, if other hydrology indicators are present
Yes No <30% No No
No Yes >50% No Yes
No Yes 30-50% No Yes
No Yes <30% No No
No No >50% Yes Yes, if other hydrology indicators are present
No No 30-50% Yes Yes, if other hydrology indicators are present
No No <30% No No

' The presence of hydric soils can be determined from the “Hydric Rating by Map Unit Feature” under “Land Classifications” from the Web Soil Survey. “Not
Hydric” is the only category considered to not have hydric soils. Field sampling for the presence/absence of hydric soil indicators can be used in lieu of the hydric
rating if appropriately documented by providing completed field data sheets.

2 At minimum, the most updated NWI data available for the area must be reviewed for this step. Any and all other local or regional wetland maps that are
publically available should be reviewed.

3 Area should be reviewed in the field for the presence/absence of wetland hydrology indicators per the applicable 87 Manual Regional Supplement, including the

D2
TABLE A2
. Hydric Soi:s Identified on . Percent with Wet O.ther Hydrology 1 Wetland?
Present? NWI or WWI? | Signatures from TABLE A1 | Indicators Present?
Yes Yes 100% Yes Yes
2 Yes No 63% Yes Yes
3 Yes Yes 25% Yes Yes
4 No No 0% Yes No
5 Yes No 13% Yes No
6 No No 25% No No
7 Yes Yes 75% Yes Yes
Field verification of hydric soils was performed in all signature areas. In all signature areas, D2
was the only hydrology indicator observed at the time of the initial field investigation on 5/23,
! Answer “N/A” if field verification is not required and was not conducted. H

* Source: http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance for Offsite Hydrology and Wetland Determinations.pdf



http://www.bwsr.state.mn.us/wetlands/delineation/Guidance_for_Offsite_Hydrology_and_Wetland_Determinations.pdf

June Aerial Imagery

Off-Site Aerial Imagery Analysis

Monthly Rainfall in Inches

1

Weighted : Weighted Weighted [ Weighted Relative

Date March Precip April Precip May Precip Sum Wetness

June-05 1.56 2 1.68 2 3.96 6 10 Normal
30% chance less than** 1.31 2.84 2.71
30 Year Average** 3.70 3.70 4.04
30% chance more than** 2.71 4.30 4.83

Dane County Regional Airport Weather Station
30-Year Precipitation Data (1992-2021) from NOAA Website

http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/



http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/

July Aerial Imagery
Off-Site Aerial Imagery Analysis

Monthly Rainfall in Inches *
. Weighted Weighted Weighted | Weighted Relative
Date April Prgcip May Prgcip June Prgcip S?Jm Wetness
July-93 5.33 3 3.81 4 6.67 9 16
July-94 2.57 1 1.33 2 5.66 6 9 Dry
July-97 2.50 1 1.94 2 5.23 6 9 Dry
July-98 4.10 2 4.58 4 7.46 9 15
July-99 6.91 3 3.72 4 5.57 6 13
July-00 3.18 2 9.63 6 8.63 9 17
July-01 3.07 2 4.16 4 5.40 6 12 Normal
July-03 2.95 2 3.67 4 2.10 3 9 Dry
July-04 1.76 1 10.84 6 3.93 6 13 Normal
July-06 5.04 3 4.61 4 2.29 3 10 Normal
July-08 6.43 3 2.55 2 10.91 9 14 Normal
July-10 3.65 2 3.79 4 8.38 9 15
July-13 5.83 3 6.57 6 10.86 9 18
July-18 2.14 1 9.78 6 5.67 6 13 Normal
30% chance less than** 2.84 2.71 3.24
30 Year Average** 3.70 4.04 5.25
30% chance more than** 4.30 4.83 6.35

Dane County Regional Airport Weather Station
30-Year Precipitation Data (1992-2021) from NOAA Website
http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/



http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/

August Aerial Imagery
Off-Site Aerial Imagery Analysis

Monthly Rainfall in Inches *
Weighted Weighted Weighted | Weighted Relative
2GS LR Prgcip S Prgcip Jully Prgcip S?Jm Wetness
August-20 5.42 3 5.07 4 7.59 9 16
30% chance less than** 2.71 3.24 3.18
30 Year Average** 4.04 5.25 4.42
30% chance more than** 4.83 6.35 5.21

Dane County Regional Airport Weather Station
30-Year Precipitation Data (1992-2021) from NOAA Website
http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/



http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/

September Aerial Imagery
Off-Site Aerial Imagery Analysis

Monthly Rainfall in Inches *

Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Relative

e IS Prgcip Y Prgcip AUV Prgcip S?Jm Wetness

September-95 1.22 1 4.36 4 5.58 9 14 Normal

September-17 6.73 3 6.52 6 3.85 6 15

30% chance less than** 3.24 3.18 2.55
30 Year Average** 5.25 4.42 4.13
30% chance more than** 6.35 5.21 5.00

Dane County Regional Airport Weather Station
30-Year Precipitation Data (1992-2021) from NOAA Website
http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/



http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/

October Aerial Imagery
Off-Site Aerial Imagery Analysis

Monthly Rainfall in Inches *
Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Relative
Date July Prgcip August Prgcip September Prgcip Sﬂm Wetness
October-96 4.08 2 1.84 2 1.07 3 7 Dry
October-15 5.02 2 4.10 4 5.99 9 15
October-18 3.12 1 10.40 6 5.46 9 16
30% chance less than** 3.18 2.55 2.16
30 Year Average** 4.42 4.13 3.39
30% chance more than** 5.21 5.00 4.09

Dane County Regional Airport Weather Station
30-Year Precipitation Data (1992-2021) from NOAA Website

http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/



http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/




July 1993- Wet



July 1994- Dry



September 1995- Normal



October 1996- Dry



July 1997- Dry



July 1998- Wet



July 1999- Normal



July 2000- Wet



July 2001- Normal



July 2003- Dry
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Appendix: 2004-07-28
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co

2004 NAIP
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Appendix: 2005-06-23
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679
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T Vienna, Dane Co
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Appendix: 2006-07-15
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co
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Appendix: 2008-07-09
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co
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Appendix: 2010-07-02
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co

2010 NAIP
USDA
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Appendix: 2013-07-04
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co

2013 NAIP
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Appendix: 2015-10-11
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co

2015 NAIP
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Appendix: 2017-09-03
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679

TIN, R9E, S23

T Vienna, Dane Co

2017 NAIP
USDA
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Appendix: 2018-07-03
MAXAR Sat. Imagery.
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679
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Appendix: 2018-10-04
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679
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Appendix: 2020-08-30
NAIP Aerial Imagery
Hickory Lane Property
Project #20220679
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APPENDIX H



other drainage ditches internal to the site were identified if they displayed hydric vegetation. Wetland
delineators are given latitude to use best professional judgement in applying wetland indicators between
adjacent regions. On page 4 of the Midwest Manual and page 5 of the Northcentral/Northeast Manual it
states, “Region boundaries are depicted in Figure 1 as sharp lines. However, climatic conditions and the
physical and biological characteristics of landscapes do not change abruptly at the boundaries. In reality,
regions and subregions often grade into one another in broad transition zones that may be tens or
hundreds of miles wide. The lists of wetland indicators presented in these Regional Supplements may
differ between adjoining regions or subregions. In transitional areas, the investigator must use experience
and good judgment to select the supplement and indicators that are appropriate to the site based on its
physical and biological characteristics.” Utilizing this guidance and best professional judgement in the
Midwest Region, Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis) is treated as a FACU species in roadside ditches and
other stormwater conveyance ditches and detention basins internal to a site in order to maintain
consistency with the manner in which these features are flagged in the Northcentral/Northeast Region.
For those ditches meeting hydric vegetation indicators, flags were placed in the middle of the ditches at
their beginning and ending points for the surveyor to locate. If the ditch was very long or had unusual
bends or turns in it, additional flags were placed within the central parts of the ditch to assist in its
location. The flags were located in the field and a wetland map was produced which identifies all flagged
wetland complexes and ditches within the subject boundaries. Refer to the wetland map attached to the
end of this report for locations.

In addition, an FSA crop history slide review was undertaken prior to the delineation because the county
soil survey shows somewhat poorly drained or poorly drained soils present in farmed areas on the parcel.
In preparation for the slide review, the NRCS wetland map, if available, was used to locate mapped areas
of Prior Converted “PC”, Wetland “W?”, Farmed Wetland “FW”, Non-Wetland “NW?”, etc. Ten years of
imagery were examined and used in the calculation for the number of hits. The review was started by
examining a wet year aerial photograph, if present, to show the maximum extent of possible wetlands.
Using that potential maximum extent of wetlands as the starting point, the normal years, if present, were
then used to determine the more likely location and extent of the wetlands. Wet year signatures,
particularly if they showed up on multiple years, were utilized in the field to determine the location of
data points to demonstrate potential adjacent upland conditions. All wet signatures, whether they showed
up on wet, normal, or dry years, were used to calculate the number of hits. Eight categories of wet
signatures have been identified as follows [USDA, NRCS 1998. Wisconsin Wetland Mapping
Conventions—WI513.30 (c) Off-site wetland identification tools. (WI-180-V-NFSAM). (3rd ed.)
(Amendment WI21)]: 1) Hydrophytic vegetation which is typically seen as a different shade of green, 2)
Surface water which usually shows as black or white areas, 3) Drowned-out crops identified as bare soil
or mud flats, 4) Color differences that are the result of different planting dates or specific areas of the field
that were not farmed in a given year, 5) Inclusionary wet areas that are part of a set-aside program, 6)
Areas of greener color that are present in dry years, 7) Crop stress seen as yellow colors or sparse canopy
typically seen as light green, and 8) Saturated soil that is visible on infrared (IR) slides or photographs.

Resources utilized in the investigation included the NRCS county soil survey, Wisconsin Wetland
Inventory mapping, topo mapping, aerial photos, and county plat mapping. Significant literature
consulted includes:

Curtis, John. 1971. The Vegetation of Wisconsin. University of Wisconsin Press, Madison,
Wisconsin. 173 pp.

Eggers, Steve and Donald Reed. 2011. Wetland Plants and Plant Communities of Minnesota
and Wisconsin — 3rd Edition. St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul, MN
478 pp.



Peterson, Roger and Margaret McKenny. 1968. A Field Guide to Wildflowers of Northeastern
and Northcentral North America. Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, Mass. 420 pp.

Swink, Floyd and Gerould Wilhelm. 1994. Plants of the Chicago Region. The Morton
Arboretum, Lisle, Illinois. 921 pp.

Results and Discussion

* The subject site is an approximately 22.56 acre vacant site situated on the northeast corner of the
intersection of CTH I and CTH V in the Town of Vienna. The site consists of upland meadow, upland
shrubby areas, actively cropped fields, and wetlands. The site has been subject to grading and filling
activities associated with the construction of the adjacent county highway system, I--39/94, and previous
development of the site. An old building pad is present on the south end of the parcel, but all structures
have been removed. See Photos C and D for typical examples of fill material found throughout the site.
Four of the upland soil pits revealed the presence of fill soil. The site generally slopes from north to south
at grades of between 3% and 5%. A small earthen berm with a rock weir has been constructed toward the
south end of Wetland B to restrict water flows going south through the wetland. This has caused the
narrow channel to form on the south side of the complex (DP #5). Site conditions, however, do not
indicate that the berm and weir have much impact on the hydrology of the complex. Evidence of standing
water on the north side of the berm or scouring in the channel are not present.

* The growing season remained intact. Continued vegetative growth was exhibited by turgid green
leaves present on several species of vegetation on the site. These species included reed canary grass,
Kentucky bluegrass, and smooth brome grass.

* No records of previous delineations on this site were discovered.

* The soil types mapped within the project boundaries, as well as their detailed descriptions, are included
with the soil maps in the Attachments. As noted above, portions of the original soil profiles in this area
have been significantly altered.

* A segment of roadside ditch on the east side of CTH I is dominated by hydric vegetation (reed canary
grass). The ditch is an average of 6 feet wide and did not have any water in it at the time of the
delineation. The soil profile is I0YR 2/2 silt loam from 0—5” overlying 10YR 2/2 silt loam with 5%
10YR 3/6 redox concentrations from 5—15”. From 15—24” the soils are 10YR 4/2 clay loam with
10YR 4/4 redox concentrations. The adjacent upland point is located in the side slope of the ROW. Tall
fescue is dominant. Soils are 10YR 2/2 silt loam from 0—4” overlying 10YR 2/2 silt loam with 20%
gravel from 4—9”. Refusal was met in the pit at 9”. No hydrology indicators are present.

* Ten years of slides were analyzed for the FSA slide review. No wet signatures are present. Two data
points (DP #’s 11 and 15) were placed in the cropped field in mapped upland soil units with hydric
inclusions. These will be discussed below.

* The Wisconsin Wetland Inventory map (WWI) shows three wetland symbols in the southern portion of
the property. Wetlands A and B were found and flagged in this general vicinity.

* The following wetland complexes were flagged and are present on the parcel:

Wetland A is a ruderal wet meadow (DP #’s 2 and 3) occupying a shallow depressional basin in the
southeast corner of the parcel. It is dominated by reed canary grass. Soils meet the A12 indicator and



hydrology indicators of Dry Season Water Table, Geomorphic Position, and the FAC-Neutral Test are
present. Flags were placed around the topo break along the upper edge of this depressional basin which
extends offsite into the ROW of 1--39/94 for undetermined distances. This complex is considered “less
susceptible” with a protective area of 10% of the average wetland width ranging between not less than 10
feet and not more than 30 feet for impervious surfaces.

The associated upland data points (DP #’s 1 and 4) are both located on the adjacent hillslopes bordering
the wetland. Dominant vegetation is reed canary grass. Neither soil nor the required hydrology indicators
are present. The soil pit at DP #4 displayed fill material.

Wetland B is a combination of ruderal wet meadow (DP #5) and ruderal shrub-carr (DP #’s 7 and 13)
occupying a shallow depressional basin in the south-central portion of the property. The wet meadow is
dominated by reed canary grass and Kentucky bluegrass. Soils meet the F3 and A11 indicators and
hydrology indicators of Geomorphic Position and the FAC-Neutral Test are present. The shrub-carr is
dominated by cottonwood, sandbar willow, and reed canary grass. Soils meet the F3, F6, and A11
indicators. Hydrology indicators present are Geomorphic Position and the FAC-Neutral Test. Flags were
placed around the topo break along the upper edge of this depressional basin which directly connects to
the short segment of roadside ditch on the east side of CTH I. This complex is considered “less
susceptible” with a protective area of 10% of the average wetland width ranging between not less than

10 feet and not more than 30 feet for impervious surfaces.

The associated upland data points include upland meadow (DP #’s 6 and 8), upland shrubby area

(DP #12), and active crop fields (DP #15). The upland meadow areas are dominated by reed canary
grass, Canada thistle, Kentucky bluegrass, riverbank grape, and gray dogwood. Neither soil nor the
required hydrology indicators are present. The soil pit at DP #8 displayed fill material. The upland
shrubby area is dominated by sandbar willow, Canada goldenrod, Kentucky bluegrass, smooth brome
grass, and riverbank grape. Neither soil nor the required hydrology indicators are present. The soil pit at
DP #12 displayed fill material. DP #15 is located in the adjacent cropped field in a mapped Virgil silt
loam soil unit. Winter wheat has been planted with 30% aerial coverage. Neither soil nor hydrology
indicators are present.

Wetland C is a ruderal shrub-carr (DP #10) occupying a shallow depressional basin immediately adjacent
to the cropped field. It is dominated by sandbar willow and reed canary grass. Soils meet the F3 and A11
indicators and hydrology indicators of Geomorphic Position and the FAC-Neutral Test are present. Flags
were placed around the topo break along the upper edge of this depressional basin. This complex is
considered “less susceptible” with a protective area of 10% of the average wetland width ranging between
not less than 10 feet and not more than 30 feet for impervious surfaces.

The associated upland data point (DP #9) is located in the adjacent meadow dominated by reed canary
grass. Neither soil nor the required hydrology indicators are present.
Additional Data Points

Two additional data points were located across the site in mapped hydric soil units to demonstrate the
absence of wetland characteristics at these locations.

DP #11 is located in the actively cropped field in a mapped Plano silt loam soil unit. Winter wheat has
been planted with 30% aerial coverage. Neither soil nor hydrology indicators are present.



DP #14 is located in a shrubby area immediately north of the old building pad in a mapped Virgil silt
loam soil unit. Dominant vegetation is mulberry, red osier dogwood, reed canary grass, Canada
goldenrod, and riverbank grape. Neither soil nor hydrology indicators are present.

Precipitation Data

Precipitation data from the websites of the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and Dane County Regional Airport WETS station
WI837 was examined. This antecedent data was reviewed and considered while making determinations
concerning the presence and/or absence of wetlands during the field investigation.

Because the antecedent precipitation was drier than normal, direct observation of saturated soils and/or

water standing on the surface was not expected. Other primary indicators as well as the secondary
indicators were searched for in order to provide evidence of hydrology.

Note that when a site is delineated in the second half of the month, the current month and the previous 2
months are taken into consideration.

Condition Value Dry =1 Normal =2 Wet=3

3yrs. 3yrs.
In 10 In 10 Condition Month
Iess more Observed dry,wet, Condition weight
Month Normal than than precip. normal value value
current
month October 240 1.26 3.40 0.85 dry 1 3
1st prior
month September  3.13 1.76 4.35 4.03 normal 2 2
2nd prior
month August 426 2.19 6.08 5.76 normal 2 1
sum
If sum
is
6-9 drier than normal
10-14 normal
15-18  wetter than normal
Conclusion
Antecedent precipitation was drier than normal.
Conclusion

The wetland lines staked in the field and referred to in this report are the best estimate of the wetland
boundaries based on the conditions present at the time of delineation. The wetlands identified for this
report may be subject to federal regulation under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
state regulation under the jurisdiction of Wisconsin DNR, and local jurisdiction under your local county,

Product
of
previous
two
columns

3

4



town, city, or village. In addition, because a wetland delineation is a point in time determination, wetland
delineations are considered to be valid for a period of only five years for federal wetlands and fifteen
years for nonfederal wetlands. Permit applications may be submitted at the federal and state levels after a
delineation is completed, with the request to review the delineation report and make a determination as to
which, if any, wetlands on the site are nonfederal wetlands. Because this delineation was conducted by
Mr. Meyer, an Assured Delineator, obtaining a concurrence letter from the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources is not necessary. Concurrence with these wetland lines by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers is not necessary. If a USACOE permit is being sought for this project, this wetland delineation
report will be reviewed during the permit application process. If the USACOE has questions about, or
issues with this report, they will not issue their permit(s) until those issues are resolved. Activities
affecting wetlands or surface waters may require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and local municipal authorities. The client must obtain
authorization from all proper regulatory authorities before altering, modifying, or using the property. If
the required authorizations are not obtained, Wetland & Waterway Consulting, LLC shall not be liable or
responsible for any resulting damages.

Sincerely,
:Dﬁ & }"I (/I —
Dave Meyer
Attachments
1. Data points
2. Soil Survey maps
3. Wisconsin Wetland Inventory map
4. USGS topo map
5. Location map
6. Site photographs
7. FSA slide review
8. Wetland boundary map



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Nogthgentral and Northeast Region

proectste: L J 9 _C14 4 cm@ gane Sampling Date: Z;% ;;7 %'Jﬂ
int:

Applicant/Owner: , , state: /2= Sempiing Pl

nvestigator(s): /eyer , . . Sectlon, Township, Range: Sec, 17 794 R9E

Landform (hilstopa, mrr!es atc.): ﬁl / f/ Ohe Local rellef (concave, convex, none) _( Uh W A Stope (%): f':'_{_
Su RR or M 3 ; Lat: Long: um:
swm;::nuzn‘lame:m IV( ) ’ s /0 wﬂ]wﬂ NWI classification: ﬁ‘m

Are climatic / hydrologlc eondltl:ns on the site typical for this time of year? YesM:w 7" {if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation _AZ_ Soll _ﬂ_ or Hydrology _/‘__/__ significantly disturbed? *Nonmal Circumstances® present? Yes __\___/_ No___
Are Vegetation _M. Soit /Y __, or Hydrology /V___ naturaily problematic? (If needed, explain any answars in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No Is the 8amptled Area -
Hydric Scil Present? Yos No i within a Wetland? Yes No

Wetiend Hydrology Present? Yes No_ .~ If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:
Remerks: (Explaln alteralive procedures here of In a separate report.)

HYDROLOGY
["Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Saconda plors
Primary Indicators (minimum of o ;.chack all that apply) — Surface Soll Cracks (86)
__ Surface Water (A1) . Water-Stalned Leaves (89) __ Dralnage Pettemns (B10)
— HighWater Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) — Moss Trim Lines (B18)
— Saturation (A3) __ Marl Deposits (B15) - Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) — Hydrogen Suffide Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Sadiment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C8)
— Dxift Deposits (B3) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) —_ Stunted or Stressed Piants (D1)
. Algai Mat or Crust (B4) —_ Recant Ircn Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  __ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lron Deposits (B5) _ Thin Muck Surface (C7) . Shetlow Aquitard (D3)
. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) —_ topographic Retlef (D4)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) _“" FAC-Neutrai Test {D5)
" Fisid Observations:
Surface Water Pregent? Yes No ___\/ Depth (inchas):
Water Teble Present? Yes ____ No _%(bepm (inches): -
Saturation Present? Yes No __~__ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capiliary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus inspections), if avallable:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcantral and Northeast Regien - Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION ~ Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Paoint: ____Z_

Absoiute Dominant Indicator

Trao Stratum (Plotsize: ) S Cover Spacles? _Stalus .

NS s

= Total Cover

Soofin/Shb Stratum (Plotsize: )

P N

Dominance Test worksheot:

Number of Dominant Species /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Numbsr of Dominant /
Species Across All Strata: (8)
Percant of Dominant Specles

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

/00

(AB)

Provalence Index worksheet:

—Total% Coverof:  _ Mulliclvby;
OBL species x1=

FACW species x2=

FAC speties x3c

FACU specles x4z

UPL species x5=

Column Totats: (A)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

®)

= Tatal Cover

Herb Stratum (Plotsize: )
]

2, lZm[@riI Lrinhe hbitég

3 .

o _1¥Siem Grythie
5.

8.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1M.

12.

700 7 FHW

2 [

/02 = Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )

-
3

> w0

= Total Cover

Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators:

__ 1_-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_L2 - Dominance Test Is >50%

__ 3. Prevalence Indox is $3.0'

__ 4-Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

‘indicators of hydric soll and wetlend hydrology must
be present, uniess disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation 8trata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.8 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapting/shrub ~ Woody plants less then 3 In. DBH
and grester than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tal,

Herb -~ All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines ~ All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vagetation
Pregent?

ml No_____

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

US Ammy Comps of Engineers

Northeentral and Northeast Region ~ Version 2.0




/

SOiL Sampiing Point:
[ Profile Description: (Describe to the dopth needed to doocument the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix

finches)  _ Color(mols % _Color(moist) % _ Tvpo Jexture —Remarks
0-Jd /Jovrs/i /v S/ loen,

25-7] Toipa) 95 R T T L o GIF Jean

T sl 98 inde 5 C M STF Joan

%indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

{ 'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Sofl indicators: Indicators for Problamatic Hydric Soils®:
— Histaso! (A1) —_ Polyvaius Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 148B)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ____ Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
— Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Minsral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surfece (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Stratified Layers (AB) . Loamy Glayed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
__ Depleted Betow Dark Surface (A11)  ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) tron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

— Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Pledmont Flocdplaln Solls (F19) (MLRA 148B)
—. Sandy Glayad Matrix (S4) . Redox Depresslons (F8) Maslc Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 1444, 145, 149B)
—_. Sandy Redox (85) — Red Parent Material (F21)

— Stripped Matrix (S6) —_ Very Shallow Dark Surfacae (TF12)

_ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) . Other (Explain in Remarks)

[ Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No e

Remarks:

UB Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Nosthgentral and Northeast Region

Pfclecvsne'z J 4 CI4 V cw@ Lhe Sampling Dete: Z'd ;‘i E ’o)v’z_

ApplicantiOwner: State: QJ’ Sempiing Pelnt Wt
— 4T Section, Township, Range: 5 £C, 1 £ T4 K QE

Landform (hillstops, tsn(ee. ale. )dC’"hth e/ [> 4114 Local relief (concave, convex, none) __ < I (6 W stope (4 —= £
Subregion (LRR or Long: Datum:

Sol) Map Unit Name: l"ﬁ i S+ /05‘1'\ l/w,d NWI classification: \1’5}/”‘;*’;

Are limatic / hydrotoglc canditions on the sl typlcal for this tme of year? ves&ﬂ:z_f’ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegatation __/V/ ., Soil_/V _, or Hydrology V' significantly disturbed? al Clrcumstancas” present? Yes  No____
Are Vegetation A/, Soil_/\/__ or Hydrology /Y naturally problematic? (f needed, explain any answars In Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegatation Present? Yes ;/, No Is the Sampled Area g
Hydric Soll Present? Yes ¥ . No within a Wetland? Yes / No
Wetiend Hydrology Present? Yas v No If yes, optional Wetland Site iD:

"Remarks: (Explain altemative procedures here or in a separalte reporl.)

Detlud

HYDROLOGY
Waud Hydrology indicators: Soonds . :
ators 1 one s requlred: chack ail that ¢ __ Surface Soll Cracks (B86)
Surfsee Water (A1) Waler-sw[ned Leaves (B9) __ Drsinage Pattems (B10)
__ High Water Tabile (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) —_ Moss Trm Lines (816)
__ Saturation (A3) . Marl Deposlts (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (81) __ Hydrogen Sufide Odar (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (82) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres cn Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Asrial imagery (C8)
. Diift Deposits (B3) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
. Algel Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent ron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C8) vegcmomhlc Position (D2)
— lron Depostts (BS) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shaliow Aguitard (D3)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) _— topographic Reflef (D4)
___ Sparssly Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) _~"FAC-Nautral Tast (D5)
Field Observations:
Surtace Water Present? Yes ____ No _éﬂepth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No__— th (inches): /
Saturation Present? Yes No__~" Depth(inches):. | Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
nctudes capillary fri

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring wall, aerlal phatos, previcus Inspactlons), W available:

"Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Regicn - Verglon 2.0



VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

Sempling Paint: L_

= Total Cover

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Dominance Tost workshest:
Trae Stratum  (Plot size: % Cover _Snacles? _Slatus
® ) Number of Dominant Species /
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant /
3. Specles Across All Strata: (B)
4, Parcent of Dominant Specles
6. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: __ / 0V (am)
6. Provalence Indox worksheet:
7. — Totai% Coverof;  _ Multilvbv:
= Total Cover OBL specias xi=
Sapfina/Shub Stratum  (Ptot size ) FACW specias x2=
1. FAC species x3=
2 FACU specles x4s
’ UPL specles x5=
3 Column Totals: A) ®)
4,
5. Prevalence index = B/A =
8. Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators:
T. __ 1-Repid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
= Total Cover - Dominance Test Is >50%
Blot iz ___ 3-Prevalence Indox is $3.0'
Herh St ( f—) __ 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
o) , Z data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)
{
2 Thelbiis Grynd ihstCe L60 " T/)(L) | — erobiematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explein)
I
3~ R S N s
\ A ) . Indicators of hydric soll and wetiand hydrology must
4.1/&/:,(5;/:;\ /M(ﬂwfa/m /0 F‘g(” be present, uniess disturbed or problematic. Y
. { Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
8.
Troo — Woody piants 3 In. (7.8 cm) or mere in diameter
T. at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. Sapling/shrub -~ Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. and greater than or equal to 3.28 fl (t m) tall.
10. Herb = All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
" of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. Woody vines - All woody vines grester than 3.28 ft In
/ / 0 = Total Cover olght.
Woody Vina Stratum  (Plot size: )
1.
2
3. Hydrophytic
4 Vegetation /
- Progont? Yes No

Remarks: (include photo numbers here of on a separate sheet.)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region ~ Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Polnt: _L__

Profilo Description: (Describo to the depth needed to documant the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.)

Depth Matrx RadoxFeatures
{inches) _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(molst) %  Tvpe _Log” _ Todure _Remarks
O-/6 JVRS,  /ud S ]t fotn

=22 Teol 45 D9t T —C 7o 57f/okn

0225 [NRda 95 0T gfe T C 4 iy foam

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrlx, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. ?Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Sofl Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Scils®:
_ Histoso! (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, —— 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__.. Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 148B) __ Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Black Histic (A3) _ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
.. Hydrogen Suifide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Strgtified Layers (AS) __ Loamy Gleysd Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvatue Below Surface {S8) (LRR K, L)
. Ptpleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Redox Dark Surface (F6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Deplated Dark Surface (F7) __ Pledmont Floodplaln Scils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
— Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) . Redox Depresslons {F8) — Masic Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 145, 140B)
— Sandy Redox (S5) —— Red Paren! Material (F21)
— Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Very Shallow Dark Surfece (TF12)

. Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 1438B) Gther (Explain in Remarks)

Jndicators of hydrophytlc vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

| Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inchas): Hydric Soll Present? Yes / No

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Verston 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No,

Prc]ew&lte'z J 9 ¢C 14V

Appilcant/Owner: _, ,

ntral and Northeast Region
GLuhe

Cﬂy@

Sampling Date: Z{L__Z__'l
tote: _JZ—_ semping Pomt_f_légf

Investigator(s): /Veyer

Landform (hillslope, tsrr!ce etc)d(f”‘” o bar: h

Section, Township, Range: J CC /T T4 R qf

Subregion (LRR or M

Long:

Local rellef (concave, convex, none): Cihlavt

Siope (%): __Z_

Datum:

Sol) Map Unit Name:;

SR

Ave dlimatic / hydrofoglc conditiing on the site typlcal for this tme of year? Yesi (€€ [R€pu
Are Vegelation _AL Soll _ﬂ_ or Hydrology /V
Are Vegetation A/, 8ol /Y, or Hydrology /V/__ naturally problematic?

significantly disturbed?

NWI classification: \[/5/9 mbo]

7" (if no, axplain in Remarks.)
“Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _v7 / No_____
(if needed, explaln any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes ;,/ No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soli Present? Yes_ -~ No within a Wetland?
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No If yes, optione} Wetiand Stte ID:

oo o

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

HYDROLOGY

"W'e"and (-lydrotogy Indicators:

Suﬂaee Ws!er (A1 )
— High Water Table (A2)
_ Saturation (A3)
__ Water Marks (B1)
__ Seadiment Deposits (B2)
—- Diift Deposits (B3)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
— lron Deposiis (BS)
. Inundation Visible en Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Sparsely Vegotated Concave Surface (B8)

Water-smlned Leaves (B9)
__ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
__ Mar Deposlts (B15)
_ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
__ Presence of Raduced Iron (C4)
. Recent Iron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C8)
__ Thin Muck Surface (CT7)
. Other (Explaln in Remarks)

Surlace Soll Cracks (BG)
___ Dralnage Pattems (B10)
— Mgss Trim Lines (B16)
_{ﬁeason Water Table (C2)
— Crayfish Bumows (C8)
— Saturation Vislble on Aerial tmagery (C8)
— Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

morphic Position (D2)

__ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
— topographic Retliaf (D4)
_~ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Fleld Observations:
Surface Water Pregent?
Water Table Present?

Saturation Present?
| (includes capilery fringe)

Yes

/

—_ Depth (lnehas),

Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes

N

Describe Recorded Data (stream gaugs, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus Inspsctions), if avatilable:

Remarks;

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeest Reglen — Version 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: __z___

Absclute Dominant Indlicator

Teeo Stratum  (Plot size: -—) X% Covar Spacles? _Stelug

1.
2

= Total Cover

SapliniShrub Strstum (Plotsize: )

Dominance Test worksheot:

Numbesr of Dominant Species (

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

Total Numbsr of Dominant ,
Spacles Across All Strala:

Parcent of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

{8)
p)

(AB)

Prevalence Indox worksheet:
—Totml%Covarof. . Muliolyby:
OBL speciss x1e

FACW spacios x2s

FAC specios x3c

FACU specles x4=

UPL spscles x5=

Column Totats: (A)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

)

NS AN

= Tatal Cover

Herb Stratum (Plotsize: __________ )
1/ A

2_JAalavis Grundipstes

/00 7 iy

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
____Y-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
7 2-Dominance Test Is >50%

— 3-Provalence Index i $3.0'

__ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or on a separata sheat)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetatien' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unfess disturbed or problematic.

[ Ol) = Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: _____ )

& @ P

= Total Cover

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Treo — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 In. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 fi (1 m)tall.

Harb - All herbacecus {(non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants {ess than 3.28 ft tall,

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 Rt in
haight.

Hydrophytic
Vagaotation
Progent?

Yeos /No

 Remarks: (include photo numbers here or on a separate shest.)

US Amny Cerps of Engineers

Northesntral and Nertheast Region ~ Verslon 2.0




SOIL Sampling Polnt: j
Profile Description: (Describe to the dopth naaded to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

m__ __Qﬁhﬂémig)!; b _ Coor(molst) % _Tvpo —Toxure —Remarks
O-1Y lv{Rofi 10 CHF/s4m
792 oI 57 7o 3o L € M <iJF [oan
D20 Rl G5 IR £ C c/A?, ot

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Dapletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. _ ? ocatlon: PL=Pora Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrlc Soll Indicators: Indicaters for Problomatic Hydrle Soils™:
Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 em Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1438)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) Coast Pralrie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
_. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Mucky Minaral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surfece (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Stratified Layers (AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
. _Bbpletad Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)
Z_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) . lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Ptedmont Floodpialn Scils (F19) (MLRA 143B)
—_ Sandy Glayed Matrix (S4) . Redox Depressions (F8) — Mesic Spodic (TAG) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)
— Sandy Redox (S5) — Red Parent Material (F21)
— Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
— Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 14$B) . Other (Explain in Remarks)
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Rostrictive Layer (f observed):
Type: -
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Nosthgentral and Northeast Region

Pro]ootlSite:.I J 9 ¢C T4V cw@ uhe Sampling Date: Af&%‘l
ApplicantiOwner: _, State: __U_k_' Sempiing Paint __ 2% 74
Investigator(s): yid ]@\/{’V T Section, Township, Range: Sec, 17 794 K 9E

Landform (hiflstope, tarrloo. etc.): h 07/ ¢/ ON Local rellef {concave, convex, none). __ (. ([} (/{4 Slope (%) —=—1 ¢ /Y
Subregion (LRR or MLRA); t: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Neme: L/ 1rfo ! Si/7 /fﬁh\ Iv/w/? NWI classification: _/\/ {ht

Ave climatic / hydrologle canditiohs on the site typical for this tme of year? Y«Mf v T (1o, explzin In Remarks.)

Are Vegetation _A[_. Soll _A’_ or Hydrology /V significantly disturbed? *Nomal Circumstances” present? Yes _“Z / Neo

Are Vegelation _M. Soll _AL, or Hydrology /Y naturally problematic?
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

(If needed, explaln any answers in Remarks.)

Hydrophytic Vegetation Prasent? ves " No Is the Samplad Area
Hydric Soil Presant? Yas No 7 within a Wettand? Yes No /
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No - If yas, optional Wetland Site 1D:

Remarks: (Explain altemative procedures here of In a separate report.)

HYDROLOGY

Wand Hydrology Indicators:

Surteee Water (A1) 4

Wa!erosuined Leaves (89)

SUﬂace SOIl Craclcs (56)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
_ High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) —_ Moss Trdm Lines (B16)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Marl Deposits (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Water Marks (B1) _ Hydrogen Sutfide Oder (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Sediment Deposits (82) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheras on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Vislble on Aerial imagery (C9)
—_ Diift Deposits (83) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) ___ Recent Iron Reduction In Tiiled Soils (C6)  ___ Gaomorphic Position (D2)
. lron Deposits (BS) _ Thin Muck Surface {C7) . Shellow Aquitard (D3)
__. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imegery (B7) ___ Other (Explain In Remarks) — tepographic Retllef (D4)
. Sparsely Vfgmed Concave Surface (B8) _"FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Flotd Observations: /
Surlace Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No _;))epth (inches):
Sa;:rguon Present? Yes No _ <" Depth (Inches): Wottand Hydrology Present? Yes No -/
udes

)
Desatbe Recorded Data (stream gauge, moniloring well, aertal photos, previcus Inspsctions), W available:

Remerks:

US Armmy Corps of Enginsers

Northcentral and Northeast Region - Version 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Polnt: i_

Absolute Dominant indlcator

Treo Stratum  (Plot size: ) HKCover Spaclgs? _Status

> owop o

N e o

= Total Cover

Saplina/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size:

Dominance Test workshest:

Number of Dominant Specles (

That Ara OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

Total Number of Dominant /
Specles Across All Strata: (8)
Parcent of Dominant Specles

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

/4o

(A/B)

Provalence Indox worksheet:
—Jotal%eCoverof,  __ Mulliolvby;
OBL species x1=

FACW spacles x2=

FAC spacies x3=

FACU specles x4s

UPL specles x5=

Column Totets: (A)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

(8

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
8.
7.

= Totai Cover
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: )

1m’ | I

2 j)ﬁa/&»#)! Dirohdiheifg, /00 //M(u

( irSiun. Grythie /0

ey

Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:

__ 1-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
- Dominance Test Is >50%

___ 3-Prevalence Index is $3.0'

__ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or cn a separate shaet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetatien' (Explatn)

'Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
be present, uniess disturbed or problamatic.

7/ 0 = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratym (Plotsize: _____ )

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Treo — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardiess of height.

Sapling/shrub —~ Woody plants less than 3 In. OBH
and greater than or equal to 3.26 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants tess than 3.28 fi tall.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 & In
height.

2wop o

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Prosent?

-

Yeos

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

US Ammy Corps of Englneers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




SOiL Sampling Point: __Z___

Profile Doscription: (Describe to the depth nesded to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indlcators.)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

— Stripped Matrix (S6)
 Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Depth _Matrix RedoxFestures
finches) _ _ Color(moistl _ % _ __Colorimoist) _ % _Tvoe _Loc™ _ Texture Remarks
ya
O-)2 [0rR2)z /90 Sil# L oam
2-19 QWL%LL_[QQ_ <L ien W et [
/421 NIz /0 S/t foém, 17/ /QZJM:Q/
'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. *Location: PL=Pora Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydrlc SoHl Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydrlc Sells®:
—_ Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1458)
.. Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) __ Coast Prairte Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
_ Biack Histic (A3) —_ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
. Hydrogen Suifide (Ad) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
. Stratified Layers (A5) —_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvatus Betow Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
. Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  __ Depleted Matrix (F3) — Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
—_. Thick Dark Surface (A12) .. Redox Dark Surface (F6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
— Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) — Deplsted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Pladmont Floedplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 1488)
— Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) — Redox Depressions (F8) —_ Mesic Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 1444, 145, 149B)
— Sandy Redox (S5) — Rad Parent Material (F21)

Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (il abserved):
Type:
Depth {inchas): Hydric Soll Present? Yes

No_u”

Remarks:

ﬁ// fﬂrll

US Amy Corps of Englneers Northcentral and Northeast Region - Verston 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No,

ngawsne-_Z_ZQ C14 \/

Applicant/Owner: _, ,

entral and Northeast Region
Lhe

Chy@

Sampling Dte; Zd’_JL/’ai
stste: /= Semping Point _H e

investigatorsy: £ 7 [C.\/0¥ \ secton, Townstip, Range: 3.2, 1 4_T9A R9E

Landform (hiilslaps, te: etc)Pr IS ke | chenne / Local relief {concave, convex, none): Cpncanrt Slope (%) — < _ g
Subregion (LRR er M| Long: Datum:

Soll Map Unit Name: LRT]'V( / J'/f/oén Vi 4 NWI classification: \[:_Q%/% ho

Are climatic / hydrologic eondltlons on tha site typical for this time of year? Yes&‘_ﬂl‘
Are Vegetation__ A/ Soil_/V_, or Hydrotogy /Y
Are Vegetation AV _, Sl /\/_, or Hydrology /V __ naturslly problematic?

f-

significantly disturbed?

(if no, explaln in Remarks.)

*Normal Circumstances® present? Yes _»_ «No___
(4 needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? Yos . No within a Wetland?
Waetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No if yas, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes -~ No

petlad B

Remarks: (Expiain altemative procedures here or in a separate reporl.)

HYDROLOGY

mﬁand Hydmlogy Indicators:

Surlaue Waief (A1)

Walar-sulwd Leaves (B9)

SUﬂace Soll Cracks (86)

ncludes frt

_ Dralnage Pattemns (B10)
. HighWater Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) —_ Moss Tdm Lines (B16)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Mar Depostis (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
—_ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Oder (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Agrial imagery (C8)
__ Diift Deposits (B3) ___ Prasence of Reduced Iron (C4) — ted or Stressed Plants (D1)
. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) _ Recent [ron Reduction in Tilled Solls (C6)  _ & Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lron Deposits (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) . Shallow Aquitard (D3)
. Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) topographic Relief (D4)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) AC-Neutral Test (D5)
"Fiold Observations:
Surfaco Water Present? Yes No ‘/ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? No 74 Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes —__ Depth (inchas): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes / No

)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial phatos, previous inspscticns), if avallable:

Remarks:

U8 Amy Corps of Enginecers
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VEGETATION - Use sclentific names of plants.

Sampling Polnt: _‘_{_

Absclute Dominant indlcator

Teao Stratum (Plotsize: ) % Cover Specles? _Siatus

N e s e

= Total Cover

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
Q (8)

_-__(Q__ (AB)

A

Total Numbsr of Dominant
Spacies Across All Strata:

Parcent of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence indox worksheot:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by
OBL specles x1=
FACWspeces __ 97  x2s_J9Y
FAC species D x3e__[s

FACUspecies __ 30  x4a _[2 0

UPL spscles x5=
Column Totats: Jé(é' {A) SA0

Prevalence Index = B/A = &/Z__

®

= Tatal Cover
Hesb Stratum (Plotsize: )

“.. | I
2 Phelaris brandinees

3.9\

48 7 F0d
« 2% preTress S0 7
:-f \/]/*\ ﬂ/‘/uf/ic/;‘\n /1275.'“F/:>mn. R 7-AC
: fe/x’.twu /‘aypdix‘.gi;c o N 1)
9.
0.

1"
12,

/9\ 1 = Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )

1.
2.
3
4.

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegatation Indlcators:

_. 1-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_foomlnance Test is >50%

¢ 3. Provalence Index i3 $3.0'

__ 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

‘Indicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
ba present, uniess disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Treo — Woody piants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb = All herbaceous (nen-weody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 fi tail.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 R In
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

o

D

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

US Ammy Corps of Englneers

Northcentral and Northeast Region - Version 2.0




SOIL Sampiing Point: f

Profile Deacription: (Describe to the depth nesded to documant the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

ﬁnf’&)_ _.mmuéﬁ_%_ _Colorimolst) % _ _Tvpe —JToxure __Remarks
04 [(EIe /v S F Doin,

G-29_ R4z 45 70 Th I _C M Clig/sen
[OMRY)Y S ¢ (

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Daplation, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. *Location: PLe=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll indicators: indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls®:

__ Histoso! (A1) __ Palyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)

___ Higtic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 148B) ___ Coast Pralrle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) __ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

. Hydrogen Suifide (A4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) _ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

__ Sfratified Layers {AS) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface {(S8) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _z&fnleted Matrix (F3) —_ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

__ Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Pladmont Floodplaln Sofls (F19) (MLRA 1488B)

__ Sandy Glsyed Matrix (S4) __ Redox Depresstons (F8) — Masic Spodlc (TAG6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)

__ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)

— Stripped Matrix (S8) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

— Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) Cther (Explain in Remarks)

Indicators of hydrophytic vegatation and wetiend hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Rostrictive Layer (f cbserved):
Type: .
Depth {inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes / No

b'l'%”tamatks:

US Amy Corps of Enginsers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Nogthgentral and Northeast Region

ijswsnel J@ C14 \/ Cﬁy@ mHhe Sampling Date: Z'd O’) E ’l:)o?-

ApplicanOwner: _, » state: /7= sempiing Paint _HFHOup
investigator{s): / ,@\/'? v ) Section, Township, Range: j ec, 17 T4 Zif

Landform (hilistope, tarrlae ete.): / e\)f/ Local relief {concave, convex, none): YL Slope (%): -
Subregion (LRR or M| X _, Lat Long: Datum:

Soll Map Unit Name: l‘f(:/ ¥ loan. VVAL NWI classification: Mo

Are cimatic / hydrologic condl&})ons on the site typical for this time of year? Yeswfw f‘ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation _AZ_ Sall _ﬁ_ or Hydrology /V significantly disturbed? *Nommal Circumslances” present? Yes ___'4 No_______
Aro Vegetation A/ Soit /Y, or Hydrology /V/__ naturally problematic? (f needed, explaln any answers In Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No o Is the Samplad Area
Hm Sell Pr:sfm? Yos No within a Wetland? Yes No /
Woetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No - If yas, optional Wetland Site (D:

"Remarks: (Expiain altemative procedures here or in a separate report.)

HYDROLOGY
m Hydrology Indicators:

ators : one Is requirad: chack ail that anp SUﬂaceSOIlleQ(BB)
Surfaee Water (A1) —_ Water-Stained Leaves (89) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

_ HighWater Teble (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)

__ Saturation (A3) . Marl Deposits (B15) —. Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows {C8)

— Sediment Deposits (B2) __. Oxidized Rhizosphsares on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C8)

. Dxift Deposits (B3) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

.. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soifs (C6)  ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ lron Deposits (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface {C7) __. Shallow Aquitard (D3)

___ Inundation Visible cn Aerlal Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) __ Microtopographic Relisf (D4)

___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ___ FAC-Nautral Test (DS)
" Fiald Observations:

Suriace Water Pregent? Yes No Depth (inches):

Water Tablo Present? Yes ____ No Depth (inches):

Sax:ﬂon Present;! ) Yes ____ No _; Depth {tnches): Wotland Hydrology Present? Yes No /
_(inctudes captllary frings

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerlal photos, previous inspsctions), if avallable:

- Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Enginsers Northcentral and Northeast Region - Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION -~ Use scientific names of plants.

Sempling Point: é

Absolute Dominant indlcator

%m (Ploteize:
irSium Grutnie

2Q = Total Cover
o9 7 o

Dominance Tast workshest:
Tree Stratum  (Plot slze: % Covar Specles? _Status
( ) Number of Dominant Specles _2

1 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant L/
3 Species Across All Strata: (8)
4, Percent of Dominant Specles gd
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
8. Prevalence Index worksheet:
£ —Tomi%Coverof, . __ Multiovbwi

= Tota! Cover OBL species xie
Sanfing/Shrub Steatum  (Plot size: FACW spedes x2s
N / FAC species x3= _ﬁ
2 (_Orhi] FALE/oSe 20 = [7C | FACU species —%— x4

UPL spsties x5=_/) 2.5

3. CoumnTotals: /£ C ) 620 @
4,
5. Prevalenco index <aiAs £, 006
8. Hydrophytic Vegetation indlcators:
7. __ 1-Rapki Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

___ 2-Domlnance Test is >50%
___ 3.-Prevalence Index is $3.0'

—_ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate shaat)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegotation' (Explain)

"Indicators of hydric sofl and wetiend hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

:(_POG Y W L3 L T
s T irtem i 0
7L:lmw r(’,h/u 1< 2
0. /’mﬁwwm Jahva &0 UpPL

10.

1.

[/ O =etai cover

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Troo — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 ¢cm) or mare in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Harb - All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vepatation /
Pregent? Yes No

"Remarks: (Inciude photo numbers here of on a separate sheet)

U8 Amy Corps of Engineers
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¢

SOIL Sampling Paint:
Profilo Dascription: (Describe to the dopth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.)
Depth Matrix
finches) _ Colorimoist) % _ Color(molstt %  _Twpe —Texure _Remarks
076 J0ik 2]z 7vs $olF Loen

/-0 MkRYI3 ¥ /o\//u,/é 2 L /n o/m? /v

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducad Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. *ocation: PL=Pora Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Sofl Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Seils®

— Histosol (A1) __ Polyvalus Batow Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 143B)
.. Higtic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 1498B) __ Coast Prairfle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ Biack Histic (A3) . Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
. Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Mucky Minsral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

— Stratified Layers (A5) —_ Loamy Glayed Matrix {F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

.. Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

. Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Redox Dark Surface (F6)  lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
— Sandy Mucky Minerat (S1) _ Deplsted Dark Surface (F7) . Ptedmont Floodpialn Scils (F19) (MLRA 148B)
—. Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) — Redox Depressions (F8) — Mesic Spodic (TAS) (MLRA 1444, 145, 148B)
__ Sandy Redox (S5) _ Red Parent Material (F21)

— Stripped Matrix (S6) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

. Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) Other (Explain in Remarks)

%ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and watland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
"Restrictive Layer {If absorved):

Type: /
Depth (inches): Hydric 8oll Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Army Corps of Englneers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Versten 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - N entral and Northeast Region

Pro}ed/She:.I ‘?4 C14 \/ CW@ une —, Sampling Dato:z'd- ,#9% '02 J;L-

Applicant/Owner: _, State: Q-V Sampiing Paint:

investigator(s): yid /_@J[‘? Y , Section, Township, Range: f ec, [T TN R9E

Landform (hillslope, (srr‘ea etc.): d(nvc ] !; 23 t/ b‘ﬂ,h Local rellef (concave, convex, none): Crla vt Slope (%):/;: £
Subreglon (LRR or MLRA): Long: Datum:

. Lat
o ap UntName: U 1 r50 [ S/ /v6n Vwh NWI classifcation: _\/" f;/n«Zo;

Are climatic / hydrotoglc condilons on th site typlcal for this time of year? ves&fitzv_vt_ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Ave Vegetstion A/ Soil_/V_, or Hydrology /Y _ signiicantly disturbed? “Normal Circumstances® present? Yes < No
Are Vegstation [! , Soll _AL, or Hydrology {I{ naturally problemetic? (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 -// No Is the Sampled Aroa
H:::;:ps:tl: Pcchm ves ¥ . No within a Wetland? Yos / No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes v/ No If yes, optional Wetland Site 1D:

Remarks: (Expiain aiternative procadures here or In a saparate report.)

L\)Zc}/fnwj ﬂ

HYDROLOGY

["Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Sacondary [ndicators (minimum of two required
imary Indicators tmus shack al] that anply) . Surface Soll Cracks (B6)
___ Surface Water (A1) —_ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Dralnage Patterns (B10)
. High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) — Moss Trim Linas (B16)
— Saturation (A3) __ Marl Depostts (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Oder (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sadiment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
— Diift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) _ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
— Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C6) _‘/Geomphlc Position (D2)
_._ lron Deposits (BS) _ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
. Inundation Visible cn Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) _/}Mcmtopogmph!c Retfief (D4)
—_ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) _# FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
" Fiold Observations:
Surtace Water Present? Yas ______ No ___\/_ Depth (Inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No_\, Depth (inches): /
Sagzgtlm Prgleaut? Yes_____ No Z Depth (inchas): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
88

)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring wall, aerial photos, previous inspsctions), if avallable:

"Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region - Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION -~ Use sclentific names of plants.

Sempling Point: _7___

Absglute  Dominant Indlcator | pominanee Test workshest:
Plot size: % Cover _Snacles? _Status
Tree Stretum (Plot oize? ) Number of Dominant Species
1ﬁ\() L a) /;//7 : ] / 5 /, That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
' -AC
2 /, / 4 /” ¢ ALASE 7 Total Number of Dominant j
3 Species Across All Strata: (8)
4, Parcent of Dominant Specles / 0 0
s ‘That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ (AB)
8. Provalence Index worksheat:
7. —Totml% Coverof, __ __ Mullilyby,
/0 - Total Cover OBL species X1z
Saplina/Shub Stratum  (Plot size FACW spaciea x2=
1 o~ ) P FAC specles x3=
2 ﬁllﬂ 7#-7"(V/0V /0() v [,4(“ FACU specles x4=
UPL specles x§=
3. Column Totals: (A) )]
4.
5 Prevalence Index =B/A =
8. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indlcators:
7. ___ 1#Raepid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
/U() = Totel Cover _ 2.Dominance Test is >50%
Plot size: _— —_ 3-Pravalence Index i3 $3.0"
Herb Stralum (Plotsize: ________) — 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
_— ) - data In Remarks or on a separate sheat)
2 [Pllariy Groapdineloc 98 AUy | _ Pprobiematic Hydraphytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3 = | ,
7 ~ indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4, T) pIs ;P? 3 10454 29 FAMu be present, uniess disturbed or problematic,
5. Dofinitions of Vegetation Strata:
6.
Treo - Woody plants 3 In. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. at breast helght (DBH), regardiess of height.
8. Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 In. DBH
9. and greater than or equal to 3.28 @t (1 m) tell,
10. Herb -~ All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess
. of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 fi tail,
12. - Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 it in
T3 height.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size:
1.
2
3 Hydrophytlc
4 Veagetation /
- Present? Yos < No
= Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or 6n a separate sheat.)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region ~ Version 2.0




SOiL

Sampling Point:

Profilo Description: (Describe to the dopth needed to document the indicator or confirm

Depth Matrix
dinches) = _ Color(moistl % _ Colorimoisth % _ Tvpe

the absence of (ndicaters.)

—Texture _ Rematks

J /'//‘f/' /;5/"&

O-¥_ (IR 2z [0

Y2y [0IRY[z g0 [or4l6 30 ¢ _/n

C./a? logn,

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns.

¥ ocation: PLuPore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrlc Sofl Indicators:

— Histosal (A1) — Potyvaiue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,
.. Histic Epipadon (A2) MLRA 1498B)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 1498)
. Hydrogen Suifide (Ad) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)
— tifled Layers (AS) — Gleysd Matrix {F2)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  _+"Depleted Matrix (F3)
— Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
— Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
— Sandy Gleyad Matrix (S4) — Redox Depresslons (F8)
— Sandy Redox (SS5)
— Stripped Matrix (S6)

— Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrelogy must be prasent, unless disturbed

Indicaters for Problomatic Hydric Scils®:

—_ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1438)
___ Coast Pralrls Redox (A18) (LRR K, L, R)

§ cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
tron-Manganese Masses {F12) (LRR K, L, R)
Pledmont Flocdplaln Solls (F19) (MLRA 148B)
Masic Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 148, 1488)
Red Paren! Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

or problsmatic.

"Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: /

Daepth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No
Remarks:
U8 Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Nosthgentral and Northeast Region

ProjectShte: l] 6 C14 \/ Cﬂyé::; uné _, Sampling Date: Z’d 2
Applicent/Ownaer. _,_, State: Q—/’ Sampling Polnt: 2 {

Investigator(s): /Vl@\/?’ ) iy Section, Township, Range: J(C /7 T4 b4 ‘FL'

Landform (hilslops, wrr[ce etc): A [/ {7 "/’L Local retief (concave, convex, none): (vt Stope (%):ﬁa)_
8yl R or ML Long: Datum:
smrume. TV pl G / M/« Vlﬂﬁ NWI classification: /U g

Are climatic / hydrotoglc conél{lons on tha site typical for this time of year? YesgLC_L_m ov 7" (if no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetaton_ AV, Soil_/V_, or Hycrology /V_ significantly disturbed? “Nomal Circumslances® present? Yes _«= No____
Are Vegatation A/, Soil /Y. or Hydrology /V__ naturally problematic? (1 needed, axplaln any answars In Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

H: Vegetation Present? Yas o No is the Sampled Area
Hz:ﬂtocp;ri:c Present? Yes No - within a Wetfand? Yes No et
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ 1f yes, optional Wetiand Site 1D:

"Remarks: (Explain aitemative procedures here or In a separate report.)

HYDROLOGY
Woetland Hydmlogy Indicators:

Prin d : : uired; chacl . Surface Soil Craclcs (886)
__ Surface Waker (A1) Water-smlned Leaves (B6) . Dralnage Pattems (810}

— High Water Table (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) — Moss Trm Linas (B16)
— Saturation (A3) — Mari Deposits (B15) . Dry-Season Watar Table (C2)
—_ Water Marks (B1) . Hydrogen Sulfide Qdor (C1) . Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Sadiment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospherss on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visibla on Aerlal imagery (C8)
. Drift Deposits (B3) _ Presence of Reduced lron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Piants (D1)
. Algat Mat or Crust (B4) _ Recant Iron Reduction in Tiiled Solls (C6)  __ Geomorphlc Posttion (D2)
_ lron Dsposits (BS) — Thin Muck Surface {C7) _ Shellow Aquitard (D3)
. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) — Migrotopographic Reltef (D4)
— Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) " FAC-Ngutra! Test (D5)
Fiald Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No__="" Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes
SawratonProsant?  Yes___ No__" Dapih(nches)_______ | Wotiand Hydrology Prasont? Yes____ No ~
(includes capillary fringe

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, menitoring wall, aerial phatos, previous inspecticns), i avallable:

“Remarks:

US Ammy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampiing Palnt: X_

Treo Stratum (Plotsize: )

Absolute Dominant indicator
% Caver Sneclos?

Status

1
2
3
4

by

6
8
7

Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size:

= Total Cover

L

Dominance Test workshest:

Number of Dominant Spedies (
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: {(A)
Total Numbsr of Dominant /
Specles Acrosas All Strata: {8)
Percent of Dominant Specles / O 0

That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ / ~ °~ _ (AB)

Prevatence Indox worksheet:
—Jotal %% Covaraf, . _ Mulliolybv:
OBL speclss x1=

FACW spacles x2s

FAC species x3c

FACU specles x4z=

UPL spscles x65=

Column Totals: (A) (8)

Prevalence index = B/A =

.—~/) |/ .

Herb Stratum (Plotsize: ___________)

= Tatal Cover

2 fﬁﬁ/aru Gk(dAJ/A(((a

[00 7 [

< RPN T |

a1 dey o Chmgdorgin ) =z
5. |

6. Iriinp Gy JIthie 2 e,
7.

8.

9.

10.

1.

12.

Woodv Vine Stratum  (Plot size:
1.

/0 4 = Total Cover

3

4.

— =Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

__ 1-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
=2 - Dominance Test is >60%

__ 3-Prevalence Index s 53.0'

__ 4 -Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

__ Problomatie Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

Yindicators of hydric soll and wetiand hydrelogy must
bs present, uniess disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Troe —Woody plants 3 in. (7.8 ¢m) of more In dlamater
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 in, DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 f tail.

Woaody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft In
height.

Hydrophytic
Vagetation
Prosent?

Yeos /No

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

U8 Ammy Corps of Englnsers

Northcentral and Northeast Region -~ Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Polnt: f/
Profile Description: (Describe to the dopth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrx
finches) . . Color(meist) % _ __ Colorimolst) %  _Twpe —Texture _Remarks
077 _ 7R Tz {os SE lan
(-2 /ol fe _ Jv S/ Eloanm | g
[OYRYIZ Do Cleg [oan [
N f
2/ /5 IRYIT /00 C /47 /oG
‘Type: C=Concentraticn, D=Deplation, RMsReduced Matrix, MS=Masked Send Grains. % ocallon: PL:Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydrlc Sofl Indicators: Indicators for Probtematic Hydric Seils*:
— Histosol (A1) — Polyvaluo Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1498)
... Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ___ Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
_ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ____ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
—. Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Minsral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Stratified Layers (A5) — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) — Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
— Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Redox Dark Surface (F6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
— Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) —. Dspleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Pledmont Flocdplaln Scils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
—_ Sandy Glsyad Matrix (S4) . Redox Depresslons (F8) — Mesic Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 145, 1438)
— Sandy Redox (S5) — Red Parent Material (F21)
— Stripped Matrix (S6) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Derk Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Jndicatars of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
"Rostrictive Layer (if observed):
Type.
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Pregent? Yes No __ .~
Remarks:

£l 53]
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No,

Prcjectlsne‘.z ] 4 C 7/{ V

ntral and Northeast Region
mhe

Sampllng Date: L_L_‘l

Applicent/Owner: , ,

Cﬂy@

State:

L_/_—V Sampling Point: _if)

Investigator(s): yid ,C’/\/PV ,

Section, Township. Range: 3 €C, /£ T9A R 9E

Lendform (hislops, terr!m etc.): [€ vt l Local refief (concave, convex, none). _&7 0t Slope (%): -
Subreglan (LRR or MLRA); Long: Datum:
sonMapUnnNmeL ]b"“’h N/ /U(M\ LFE_’ NWI classification: Ao

Are cimatic  hydrologlc conditions on the site typlcal for this time of year? Yes[2¢ [&€pe N
Ave Vegetation_ AV, soil_AV_ or Hydrology /Y méworm
Are Vegetation _&. ol /V__, orHydrology /V__ naturally problematic?

significantly disturbed?

(If no, expiain in Remarks.)
al Circumstances” present? Yes _4 No
(if naeded, expiain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

W
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yos N within a Wetland? Yos No /
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes No If yes, optlonal Wetland Site ID: —

Remarks: (Explain aitemative procedures here or in a separate reparl.)

___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

HYDROLOGY
'Wé?and Hydrolcgy Indlcators: Saconda a
: imy ong I8 re a6k 8 D Surlace SOII Cracks (86)
Swface Water (A1) Walersmlnad Leaves (89) ___ Dralnage Pattems (B10)
_ High Water Teble (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) — Moss Trim Lines (B18)
— Saturaticn (A3) — Marl Deposts (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
—_ Watsr Marks (B1) . Hydrogen Suifide Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Sadiment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C8)
—_ Drift Depasits (B3) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) —_ Stunted or Stressed Piants (D1)
. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C6)  __ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___. lron Daposits (B6) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) — Shellow Aquiterd (D3)
__ inundation Visible on Aerlel Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) Microtapographic Retflef (D4)

" AFAC-Nautral Test (D5)

"Fisld Observations:

Surlaco Water Prasent?  Yes_____ No_ " Depth(nches)

Water Table Present? Yes___ No 7/,Deptn (inches): A
s:;:ﬁﬂe? Prg;aent;? \ Yes ______ No__“Y_ Depth(inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if avatlable:

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentra! and Northsast Region - Version 2,0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sempiing Peint: _i_

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Speclos?

Tmo Stratum (Plotslze: ________ ) % Caver Status

Dominance Test workshest:

Number of Dominant Specles /
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
Total Numbsr of Dominant /
Specles Across All Strata: (8)
Percent of Dominant Specles

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

207 wm

N e & s N

= Total Cover
Sapfing/Shrub Stratum  (Plotsize: ___)

o oh 0N

Prevalence Indox worksheet:

— Total% Covarof,  _ Multiblyby:
OBL spacies x1s

FACW sgpecias x23

FAC species x3=

FACU gpeciss x4s

UPL specles x§5=

Column Toteals: (A)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

®

= Tetsl Cover

Herb Stratum  (Plotslze: _____ )
1.f\} 1

2. Fha{mu Libphdih ey

/00 7 i)

Hydrophytic Vegetation tndicators:

__ 1-Repld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
- Dominance Test is >50%

__ 3.-Prevalence Index is $3.0'

__ 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on 8 saparate shest)

___ Problsmatic Hydrephytic Vegetatien' (Explaln)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
be present, unfess disturbed or problematic.

/() [ = Total Cover

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Treo ~ Woody plants 3 In. (7.8 cm) cr more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 In. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbacacus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants lass than 3.28 f tall.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )

& @

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Pregent?

Yes / No

"Remarks: (Inciude photo numbers here of on a separate sheet.)

US Amy Corps of Englneers

Northcentral and Northeast Region - Version 2.0




SOIL Sampiing Polnt: __G______
Profilo Dascription: (Deacribo to the dopth needed to documaent the Indicator or conflrm the absence of Indicators.)

Depth Matrix

finches)  _ Color(moist) _ % _ Color(molst) % _Tvpe —JToxure _Remarks
076 5ol 7o ST Jotm
J699 70 33 700 Cliw /oam

[

‘ng: C=Concentration, D=Deplation, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrlc Sofl Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Sofls®:

— Histosol (A1) — Polyvaluo Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 143B)
__.. Higtic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 148B) ___ Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

_ Biack Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
.. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad4) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L}

— Stratifled Layers (A5) —_. Loamy Glayed Matrix (F2) __ Polyvalus Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

.. Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  __ Oepleted Matrix (F3) — Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

. Thick Dark Surface (A12) __. Redox Dark Surface {F6) . iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
— Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) — Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Pledmont Floodplaln Scils (F18) (MLRA 1498)
. Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) . Redox Depresslons (F8) — Maeslc Spodic (TAS) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
— Sandy Redox (85) — Red Parent Material (F21)

— Stripped Matrix (S8) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

_ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Yndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetlend hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layor (If observed):

Type:
Depth {inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No /
Remarks:

US Ammy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No,

mxewsue-,z J 9 ¢C T4V

entral and Northeast Region
Lhe

Sampling Date: Mﬂ

o)

App[leenVOmr Al

investigatorisy: £ 1C\J@¥ Section, Township, Range: S €C, | £ TIA R 9E

Landform (hillslops, terr!ca. ate.); J enbesretnel A £) 1k Local rellef (concave, convex, nona): C k(o v+t Slope (%): &= K
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): Long: Datum:

Soll Map Unit Name: /’[F“Ph\S//J"/LU'/}/'h EF'B’

NWI classtfication: __// 47¢.

Are ciimatic / hydrotogic canditions on the site typical for this time of year? vesJee Jo&por

Ave Vegetation AV, soil_/V . or Hydrotogy /Y
Aro Vegetation /A, Soil /Y, or Hydrology AV __ naturelly problematic?

significantly disturbed®

(M needed,

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

*‘Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

axplaln any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

ves o« No Is the Sampled Area
ves *  No within 8 Wetland?
Yes__Z_ No If yes, optional Wetlend Site ID:

Yeos -/,No

'I

L\) eqL/mJ C

“Remarks: (Expiain aitemalive procedures here or in a separate raport,)

HYDROLOGY

'Wand l-lydrology Indicators:

_ Suriaee Water (A1)
 High Water Table (A2)
— Saturaticn (A3)

— Water Marks (B1)

— Sediment Deposits (82)
. Drift Deposits (B3)

— Algat Mat or Crust (B4)
___ lron Deposits (BS)

. Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Waler-swtned Leaves (89)
___ Aquatic Fauna (B13)
— Mar Deposits (B15)
— Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
_ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Rools (C3)
___ Prasence of Reduced iron (C4)
— Racent Iron Reduction In Tilled Soils (CE)
— Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Expialn in Remarks)

— Surface Soll Cracks (BB)
___ Dralnage Patterns (810)
— Moss Trdm Lines (B16)
— Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Saturation Visible on Aerlal imagery (C9)
— Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
—_Geomorphic Position (D2)
. Shallow Aquitard {D3)
— Microtapographic Rellef (D4)
_~FAC-Nautral Test (D5)

(includes caplilary fringo)

— No__ Depth (inches):

Field Observations:
Surtace Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Pregent? Yes

No __ Depth (inches):
No _,Z Depth {inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _z No

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitosing well, aerial photos, previcus inspsctions), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Verslon 2.0
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VEGETATION - Use sclentific names of plants.

/0

Sempling Paint:

Absclute Dominant indicator
Snacles?

Treo Stratum  (Plot size: ——) K Caver Status

-h

= Total Cover

/00— AW

Dominance Tost worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)

._L_ ®)

120w

Total Number of Dominant
Specles Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Specles
That Ara OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Provalence Indox worksheot:
—JIcial%Covarofi  _ Multiolvby:
OBL specles x1=

FACW spacies x23

FAC specles x3z

FACU speciss x4z

UPL specles x6=

Column Totals: (A)

Prevalence Index =B/A=

(8)

/{0 =Tetsl Cover
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: )

|A!

-4

-

j H <
¢ [6r i1 Orahcibac?e IO 7~ A

L i B A o

-
bd

- =
[ adiias

J 0 =Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )

-l
-

0w P

- =Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

— /1Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_~"2-Dominance Test is >60%

__ 3-Prevalence Index is $3.0'

— 4 - Momphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate shaet)

__ Problematic Hydrephytic Vegetaticn' (Expletn)

‘Indicators of hydric scll and wetland hydrology must
be present, unfess disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vogetation Strata:

Treo — Woody plants 3 In. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapiing/shrub - Weody plants less than 3 In. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 f {1 m) teil.

Herb ~ All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants lass than 3.28 ft tall,

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vagetation
Pregent?

~

Yes No

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

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northeentral and Northeast Region - Version 2.0




SOlL Sampling Polnt: / 0

Profile Description: {Describe to the dopth neaded to documant the Indicator of confirm the absence of Indicators.)

=0 7377 37 700 S oan

G2 JRSIT G5 WyREfe. < C & c/é;,/’om

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Deplation, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. Y ocation: PLoPere Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydrlc Sofl Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Sefls®:
 Histosol (A1) _ Polyvaiue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, —_ 2cmMuck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1438B)
_.. Higtic Epipadon (A2) MLRA 148B) ___ Coast Prairte Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R}
__. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) ___ Loamy Mucky Minsral (F1) (LRR K, L) . Dark Surface (57) (LRR K, L)
— fied Layers (AS5) — y Glayed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalua Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Betow Dark Surface (A11) ” Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
— Thick Dark Surfaca (A12) . Redox Dark Surface (F6) __ lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
— Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Pledment Floodplaln Scils (F19) (MLRA 1498)
—. Sendy Glayad Matrix (S4) —_ Redox Depresslons (F8) — Maeslc Spodic (TAS) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)
— Sendy Redox (S5) _ Red Parent Material (F21)
—_ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Yndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
| Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: /
Depth (inchas): Hydric Soll Progent? Yes N
Remarks:

US Amrmy Corps of Engingers Northcantral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No;}Sntral and Northeast Region

Pro;sctlSl!e:,Z] 9 _C14 Vv cuy@ Lne Sempling Date: %{-

Applicant/Owner: _s » state: /T sempingPant: _ 2./ b

Investigator(s): /Yieyer ) Section, Township, Range: 5 ¢, / £ T9A R 9E

Landform (hmslopa, lam(ce otc.): A / (S, / J h¢ Local rellef (concave, convex, none): _( (1 VEA Slope (%): =
Long: Datum:

Soll Map UnﬂN Mk?/;h 0 S/1- / 04/1» /‘) NWI classtfication: ihe

Are ciimatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? YOSM (14 7" (If no, explain in Remarks.) /

Are Vegetation soil_V . or Hydrotogy /V_ significantly disturbed? “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ____ No

Ara Vegetation A/, soil /Y, or Hydrology //___ natursily 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? Yos No a/, Is the Sampled Area /
Hydric Sofl Present? within a Wetland? Yes No

vl
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No if yes, optional Wetiand Site 1D:
| Remarks: (Explain altemative procedures here or in @ separate report.)

DPis i Cropped Tield

HYDROLOGY
[Wotland Hydmlouy indicaters: gconda T L
: of ane Is requirad: chack p smacesOHCracks(Be)
_ Surface Watar (A1) Walerswlnsd Leaves (B9) ___ Drainage Pattems (B10)
__ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) __ Moss Trim Lines (B16)
—_ Saturation (A3) _ Mar Deposits (B15) - Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Walter Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Oder (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Sadiment Deposits (B2) . Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C8)
. Drift Deposits (B3) ___ Presence of Reduced lron (C4) — Stunted or Stressed Piants (D1)
— Algal Mat or Crust (B4) — Recent iron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C6) ___ Geomorphic Positon (D2)
__ lron Deposits (BS) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) . Shallow Aguitard (D3)
— Inundation Visible on Aeria! Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln In Remarks) — Microtopographic Retlef (D4)
___ Sparsely Vegelated Concave Surface (B8) __ FAC-Neutrs! Test (D5)
| Fiald Observations: /
Surface Water Present? Yes ____ No
Water Table Present? Yeas No _~_ Pepth (inches):
Saturation Pregent? Yes______ No__7 Depth(inches): | Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No /
|_(includes capllary fringe)

Describa Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous Inspections), if avallable:

e

Remarks:

U8 Amy Corps of Enginesrs Northcentra! and Northeast Region - Version 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sempling Paint: _/__/__

Absclute Dominant indicator
Teao Stratum (Plotsize: ) S Cavar Snacles? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: I (o)

Total Number of Dominant
Specles Across All Strata: (8)

Percent of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL,FACW,orFAC: __________ (A/B)

I A i o e

= Total Cover

Prevalence Index worksheat:

—Jotal% Coveref;  _ Mullipivby;
OBL speclas xi=

FACW spaciss x2s

FAC species x3=

FACU specles x4s

UPL species x5=

Column Totals: (A) 8)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

= Tatel Cover
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: _________ )

Hydrophytic Vegstation Indicators:

—_ 1-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
___ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

— 3-Prevalence Index is $3.0'

— 4 - Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a seperate shaet)

___ Probiematic Hydrophytic Vegetaticn' (Explain)

YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Ladi i B N o o

-
(o4

-
-5
.

-h
]

——w_.=Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size: —)

Definitions of Vogetation Strata:

Trao - Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or mere in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub ~ Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 fi (1 m) tall.

Harb = All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
height.

N

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vagetation
Present? Yes No

rﬁamm: (include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

/QU Uo/aﬂ'ur uq,ef‘.'r'c:»»%;mﬂ

C)Jmtey A//’f’a/" P/&/N& 30 sl ¢ ouer

US Amny Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: / 4

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

m_muﬁuﬁ_i__mm__&_m_ —Texure _Remarks

O3 T3z 76s 5 7F Joam

329 JoNR3)Z /20 I Joan
) -

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. *Locatlon: PL=Pore Lining, MaMatrix.
Hydrlc Sofl Indicators: Indlcators for Problematlc Hydric Solls*:
__ Histese! (A1) __ Polyvalus Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2.cmMuck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1438)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 148B) __ Coast Preirle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ S am Mucky Peat or Pest (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfids (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
__ Stratified Layers (AS) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (58) (LRR K, L)
___ Dopleted Below Dark Surface {(A11) Oeploted Matrix (F3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6) fron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

—_- Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Pledmont Fioodplaln Scils (F19) (MLRA 1498)
— Sendy Glayed Matrix (S4) Redox Depressions (F8) Maesic Spodic (TAS) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)
—_ Sandy Redox (S5) — Red Parent Material {(F21)
—_ Stripped Matrix (S8) . Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
__ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
’lndlcau_:_ss of hydrophytlc vagetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Rostrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: /
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No
Remarks:

US Ammy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - No,

Prcjewsue-,z J 9 C14 v

antral and Northeast Region

uneé Sampling Data: M}iﬂl

Applicant/Owner: _,

state: o/ 2= Semping Point: _ 77 (.2 1 Fil2uP

Investigator(s): / (4 ’@\/'?" )

Section, Township, Range: J ec, 1T T4 b4 c)‘f

Landform (hilslope,

mrrlceexc) il /“hl

Local relief (concave, convex, nong): L \H/( Slope (%): 72— ___l

Subregion (LRR or MLRA):

Long: Datum

Soll Map Unit Neme: Cofvué J‘)/«/’/tf;h CO

NWI classification: /{/tﬂ'\-o

Are climatic / hydrotogic conditions on tha site typtcal for this time of year? Y%M : f’ (if no, expigin in Remarks.)
*No

Are Vegetation __ A/, soil_/V_, ar Hydrology /Y
Are Vegetaticn _A/_. soil_/V/__ or Hydrology /V___ naturally problematic?

rmal Circumslances” present? Yes \/ No
(if needed, expiain any answers in Remarks.)

significantly disturbed?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showlng sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegatation Present? Yes No / P Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No . | withinaWetland? Yes No_ o
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ T if yes, optional Wetland Ste (D:

Remarks: (Explain aiternalive procedures here or In a separate report.)

HYDROLOGY

"mnd Hydmlogy indicators:

Surfaee Water (A1)

__ Wster-Stained Leaves (BS)

Surface 80!! Cmclcs (as)

___ Drelnage Patterns (B10)
. High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) —_ Moss Trim Lines (816)
_— Saturation (A3) __ Marl Deposits (B15) — Dry-Seascn Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sutfide Cdor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Sadiment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial tmagery (C8)
. Drift Deposits (B3) . Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) . Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) _ Recent Iron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C8)  __ Geomorphic Position (D2)
—_ lron Deposits (BS) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ Shellow Aquitard (D3)
_ lnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) __ Microtopographic Retfief (D4)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No / Depth (lm:hes)
Water Table Present? /
s&ft:ﬂe:n Present? Depth (lnchea) Woetland Hydrology Pregent? Yes No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, asrial phatos, previous inspactions), if available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region - Versien 2.0




VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

/2

Sempling Point:

Treo Stretum (Plotsize: ________ )
1.

Absclute Dominant (ndicator
% Covar Spacles? _Siatug

2,

N e S sw

Sapfina/Shrub Stratum  {Plot size:

= Total Cover

1. .
2 Salir 1h 107

20 < Foaw

3.

Dominance Test workshest:
Numbser of Dominant Species 3
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Numbsr of Dominant (
Spacles Across All Strata:

(A

(8)
Percent of Dominant Specles

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __ZQ_. (AB)

Prevalence Indox worksheet:
—Toll % Covarof:  _ Mulliplyby:
OBL specles x1s

FACW spacies x2=

FAC species x3=

FACU gpecies x4s

UPL specles x5=

Column Totals: (A) (8)

Prevalence index = B/A =

4.
S.
8
7

Hetb Stratum (Plotsize: ________)

z O = Tatel Cover

'~ /] N

2 Of'dafn Clpedont i) oy~ A,
3._— )

4. /’M/ﬂmrf'ﬂm‘u ,g;’; Ay
5

8. 1S OM L [ hte iy

T

o7 7 upe

8. J)A yce) Cérotg

g

< upL

10.

1.

12.

Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size:

. - |

-

[ b, = Total Cover

X 7 A

Vid s m’m big

S o

<

>

Q = Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indlcators:

___ 1-Repld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
— 2-Dominance Test is >50%

—_ 3-Pravalence Indexis $3.0'

__ 4 - Morphologicat Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or cn a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric scil and watiend hydrology must
be present, uniess disturbed or problematic.

Definitlons of Vegetation Strata:

Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardiess of height.

8apling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 in, DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.268 ft (1 m) tall.

Herb - All herbacacus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 f tail.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 R in
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegatation
Present? Yes

i

"Remarks: (include photo numbers here of on a separate shaet)

US Amy Corps of Englineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region ~ Version 2.0




SOiL Sampling Polnt: __/.‘:2.._.._

Profile Description: (Describe to the dopth nesded to documant the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Demh Matrix %
’é_ /A A/D, S/¥ loan

b -/z (0IRST] %0 Cley (e
JVIRF|Z2 SO S/ loGm
/R S513 O 5‘0;«‘7 /ve
j727 [0ih2lz_J¢ 3/ % Vot
JONRS) IE ¢ /by, [9¢n
/")/R k//3 (go f&«:wi?/wm
‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RMcReduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Gralns. % ocatlon: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydrlc Sofl Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydrie Seile™
Histoso (A1) __ Polyvalus Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, 2 cm Mutck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 1488B) Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Sandy Glayed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depresslons (F8)

Pledment Floodplaln Scits (F19) (MLRA 1498)
Maslc Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
Red Parent Material (F21)

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explein in Remarks)

Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 1498B) S cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
Hydrogen Suiflde (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

Stratified Layers {AB) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Polyvalue Below Surfece (S8) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) . Redox Dark Surface (F6) tron-Menganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

HEEENEN
SRR NN

Yindicatars of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unlass disturbed or problematic.

[ Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:
Degth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yos No e

Miyed |51 550

US Army Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Nosthgentral and Northeast Region

P:o]ewsne-l J 4 CT4 V Cﬂy@ Lhe Sampling Date-M:a_)gl
-

ApplicantOwner: , , state: /7~ Semping Point _F /3

investigator(s): /Veyer Section, Township, Range: Sec, 17 794 K Y P

Landform (hillslops, tem{ee etc.): c/(mcmm/ bUU« Local refief (concave, convax, none): __C dh (& v Slope (%)= —

Subregion (LRR or M Long: Datum:

Sol) Map Unit Name: O/Nddc' S///’L%WM Co NWI classification: rz”h S0 /

Are climtic / hydrologic-canditions on the site typical for this tme of year? Yesi (¢ JR€pav T (fno, expiain in Remarks.)

Aro Vogetation _A/.. Soil_V . or Hycrology /Y __ significantly disturbed? Az-Nonnal Circumstances® present? Yes_+2 No

Are Vegetation _M. Soll L or Hydrology _Z_L_ naturally problemetic? (If needed, explain any answers [n Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS -~ Attach site map showing sampting point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegatation Prasent? Yes \/, No Is the Sampled Area /
Hydric Scil Present? Yes Y/ No within a Wettand? Yos No
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes_Y _ No If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

MNetend B

HYDROLOGY
"Wetland Hydrology tndicators:

; of one (8 required; chack @ D SUﬂaceSo!ICracks(Be)
Suﬂaee Wa!ef (A1) Watarsmlned Leaves (89) __ Drainage Petterns (810)

.. HighWater Teble (A2) ___ Aquatic Fauna (B13) _ Moss Trim Linaes (B18)
— Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sadiment Deposits (B2) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) __ Saturation Visibls on Aserial imagery (C9)
_ Dxift Deposits (B3) __ Preserce of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Sjunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
_ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) _ Recent lron Reduction In Tilled Solls (C6)  _+~ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lron Deposits (BS) _— Thin Muck Surface (C7) __. Shallow Aquitard (D3)
—. Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) Microtopographic Reflef (D4)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) ' FACNeutrai Test (D5)
" Fleld Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes No / Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? No _7 Depth (inches):
Sawgz:n Pr:eemf:' Yes -7 Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes ’/ No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, menitoring well, aerial photos, previcus ingpections), if avallable:

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northaast Region - Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

/7

Sempling Point:

Treo Stratum (Plotslze: )

Absciute Dominant Indlcator
% Caver Snacles? _Status

Dominance Test worksheot:

Number of Dominant Species 9\

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

Total Number of Dominant 2

Specles Across All Strata: (8)

Percent of Dominant Specles / D) J

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (AB)

Provalence Index worksheet:
Toml% Covaref:  _ bhulliplybv:

Sepiina/Shrub Stratum  (Plotsize: )

il

= Total Cover

Dalir nttrior

N -

I,

OBL species x1=
FACW spacies x23z
FAC species x3=
FACU specles x4 o
UPL species x6=
Column Totals: (A) B8)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

N o 6 s o

Herh Stratum (Plotsize: )

V4 Q l-) = Tatal Cover

~/ 1 e
[PhGloris Grihdins cée

/00 .~ (-4u)

Lol R o o

10.

1.

12.

Woody Vine Stratum (Plotesize: )

/0 0« Total Cover

s> wp

= Teotal Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indlcators:

__ 1~ Rapid Tes! for Hydrophytic Vegetation
" 2-Domlinance Test is >60%

__ 3-Prevalence index is $3.0'

__ 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or on a geparate sheet)

___ Probigmatic Hydrophytic Vegetatien' (Explatn)

‘Indicators of hydric sofl and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Treo - Woody plants 3 In. (7.6 cm) or mere in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapiing/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 in, DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall,

Herb - All herbacecus (non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 f tail.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 R in
height.

Hydrophytic /
Veogotation
Pregent? Yes No

Remarks: (Inciude photo numbers here or on a separate shaet.)

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Paint: __/‘_?______

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

m._ —%  _Colordmolst) % . TJype —Texture _Remerks
0-3 Joirsl2 /00 3/t Lo6un

Z70 7R3z GO JoIril] 76 € A S0+ /ram
o 20 Ot l]z S0 /oYt Qo ¢ 4 54;,#7/2)%

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RMcReduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 3 ocatlon: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydrloc Soft Indlcators: Indlcaters for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__ Histesol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1498)

_ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ___ Coast Prairle Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)

__ Biack Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peal (S3) (LRR K, L, R)

— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} . Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L} — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)

— tifled Layers (AS5) —_. Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _ Polyvalue Below Surface {S8) (LRR K, L)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ ted Matrix (F3) —— Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) edox Dark Surface (F6) . lron-Manganese Massas (F12) (LRR K, L, R)

—_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Pledmont Floodplaln Scils (F19) (MLRA 149B)

~— Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) .. Redox Depresslons (F8) — Maslc Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)

__ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Perent Material (F21)

— Stripped Matrix (S6) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

_ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 148B) ___ Other (Exptain in Remarks)

Yndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer {If observed):
Type:
Depth {inches): Hydric Soll Present?  Yes / No

Romarks:

U8 Ammy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ No,

entral and Northeast Reglon

= J- 2

Pro}ewsﬂe:,z ] 4 c 7/{ \/

_#/TUP

cw@ Luhe Sampling Date:
lcantiOwner: _, , State: = Sampiing Plnt
Investigator{s): /! y’&\/-e Y - Saction, Township, Range: ! ec, | T TN P4 qt
Landform (hillslops, terrécs, etc.): c”f/ ope Local rellef (concave, convex, none): __ (. N (I A Slope (%): =1
Subregien (LRR or M ). Lat: Long: Datum:
SoﬂMapUnﬁNamel gl S E /um\ VA NWI classification: ne

Ave imatic / hydrologlc candltions on th ske typical for this time of year? Yest v ¥ (itno, explain in Remarks.)
*Normal Circumstances” present? Yes v \/ No____

(if neaded, explaln any answers in Remarks.)

Are Vegstation__ AV Soll_/V_, or Hydrology /Y __ significantly disturbed?
Are Vegetation A/, Soil /Y or Hydrology /V/__ naturally problematic?

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS -~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegatation Present? Yes ~ No Is the Sampled Area -
Hydric Soli Present? Yeos No ‘/1 within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No If yes, optional Wetland Site ID: |

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

HYDROLOGY

Wotland Hydrology indicators:

Suﬂace Soll Cracm (BB)

— Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Sum Wazer (A1 )

— Sparsaly Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

. Drainage Pattsms (B10)
 High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B813) — Moss Tdm Lines (B186)
—— Saturation (A3) — Marl Deposlts (B15) . Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Water Marks (B1) — Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burmows (C8)
—— Sediment Deposits (82) . Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) _ Saturation Visible on Aerial imsgery (C8)
— Dxift Deposits (B3) .. Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
. Algal Mat or Crust (B4) — Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Solls (C6)  __ Geomorphic Pasition (D2)
___ lron Deposits (BS) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) . Shallow Aquitard (D3)
. lnundation Visible on Aerla! Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln In Remarks) topographic Reflef (D4)

" FAC-Nautral Test (DS)

Fioid Ghservations:
Surface Water Present? Yes

No \/ Depth (Inches):

Saturation Pregsent?
nctudes caplilary fri

Yes No _Y  Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes____ No 7//oepm (inches):

No/

Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring wall, aeral photos, previous inspsctions), if available:

Remarks:

US Armmy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Verslon 2.0



VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Paint: __/_L

Absolute  Dominant Indicator
S Cover. Spacles? Stalus

/v

Trao Stratum (Plotsize: ________)

: /i/’OHJ! Paﬁra

/Fo((,,

N -

N s

Dominance Test workshest:
_-Z_.— (A)

Number of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

/
S

Tota! Number of Dominant

Specles Across All Strata: (8)

69 wm

Parcent of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalonce Indox workshoet:
Toal% Coveref:  _ Mulliplvby;

/ = Total Cover
Soplina/Shrub Stratum  (Plotsize: )

1 e g
2 orhul Sl t il

RS,

L d

OB8L species x1=
FACW specles x2s
FAC species x3=
FACU specles x4so
UPL specles x5=
Column Totals: (A)

Prevalence Index =B/A =

®)

N & ¢

yf = Tatel Cover
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: )

35 S A
z

o7 7"

1.r—3) T
2 [helerit Grphdimgees

Lo L

3._~—
" QD//dcﬁ%o CLpLdehls

_&_0_ = Total Cover

70—~ FAC

_LQ_H Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indlcators:

__ 1-Rapld Tes! for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5" Dominance Test ls >50%

__ 3-Prevalence Indexis $3.0'

__ 4-Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data In Remarks or on a separate shaaet)

__ Problematic Hydrephytic Vegetation' (Explain)

Yindicators of hydric soll and watland hydrology must
bs present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Definitions of Vagetation Strata:

Treo — Woody plants 3 In. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 & (1 m) tall.

Herb -~ All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 fi tall.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft In
height.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Progont?

Yos/No

"Remarks: (Include photo numbers here of on a separate shael.)

US Amny Corps of Englneers

Northcentral and Northeast Region - Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: __Z_Z__

Profilo Description: (Describe to the dopth needsd to document the indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.)

Degth Matrix
finches) _ _Color(molst) = % _ Color(molst) % _Twpe —Toxture Remarks
016 _Juir2le (oo S /F oan,
AN 3 X S/ [Vés, u’} 20 7"5[ bere ]
'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *Location: PLePora Lining, M=Matrix,
Hydric Soll Indlcators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Seils™:
— Histesol (A1) __ Polyvalus Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, — 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 1498)
. Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 148B) —_ Coast Prairte Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
— Black Histic (A3) __ Thin Dark Surface (SS) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R}
—_. Hydrogen Sulfide (Ad) — Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) — Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Stretified Layers (A5) — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _ Polyvaluo Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
— Deploted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) — Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
__ Thick Dark Surface (A12) —_ Redox Dark Surface (F6) — lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
__ Sendy Mucky Mineral (S1) . Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Pledmont Floodptaln Soils (F19) (MLRA 1498)
— Sandy Gtayed Matrix (S4) — Redox Depresslons (F8) — Maslc Spodic (TAB) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)
— Sandy Redox (85) . Red Parent Material (F21)
— Stripped Malrix (S6) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
— Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 1498) _ Other (Explain in Remerks)
Jindicators of hydrophytlc vegetation and wettand hydrology must be present, untess disturbed or problematic.
“Restrictive Layer (If observed):
Type: A
Depth {inches). Hydric Soll Present? Yes No
mm;

/f,'// Soi

U8 Ammy Corps of Englneers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon — Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Northgentral and Northeast Region

Proiactlsue:,l .7 4 C 7/4 \/ Cny@ ﬁ né Sampiing Date: M__L_g’z'

ApplicaniOwner: s state: o/ 7= Sompling Po{nl. _HF/SuP
investigatorisy: £ 7 1C.\[e¥ X , Section, Township, Range: § ¢, | £ T9A R 9&
Landform (hilislope, tenlee etc.): / €t l Local relief (concave, convex, none). /// L Slope (%):
Subreglon (LRR or )‘ Long: Datum:
Soll Map Unit Neme: l’ 5 / W) / 9" / Jﬂ“ VW A NWI classtfication: il
Ave cimetic / hydrologic conditions on th site typical for this time of year? Yesu[ €€ JR€puv T (itno, explain in Remarks.) /
Are Vegetation Soll_/V_. or Hydrology /Y __ significantly disturbed? Alé-m:ma: Circumstances” pressnt? Yes ____ No
Are Vegetation ﬁ__ Soll _AL. or Hydrclogy _[L_ naturally problematic? (it neaded, explain any answers In Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
rophytic V tion Present? Y No e 1s thoe Sampled Area
:ﬁm Soi P,::::, o You No within a Wetiand? Yos No_o
Woetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No — If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

:D? /L)CmL(’Q Ih crpmzﬁ %‘Z/J

HYDROLOGY
mnd Hydrolooy Indicators:

) um of ono Is required: chack afl that ann SUﬂaceSoHCracks(Be)
Surfsce Wstsr (A1) Wa!erslalnad Leaves (B9) . Drainage Pattems (B10)

_ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (813) — Moss Trim Linss (B16)
— Saturation (A3) __ Marl Deposits (B15) — Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
— Water Marks (81) . Hydrogen Sulfids Odor (C1) — Crayfish Burrows (C8)
— Sadiment Daposils (B2) — Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Drift Deposlts (B3) . Presence of Reduced lron (C4) — Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
— Algal Mat or Crust (B4) — Recent lron Reduction In Tiiled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
— Iron Deposiis (B5S) . Thin Muck Surface {C7) __ Shallow Aguitard (D3)
— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Other (Explaln in Remarks) — Microtopographic Relief (D4)
. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) . FAC-Neutral Test (DS)
[ Fiald Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes _____ No -/ Depth (inches):
Water Table Presen!? Yes No pth{inches): ____ /
Saturation Present? Yes No ____ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Pregent? Yes No
| (includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Dala (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photas, previous (nspections), if avallabie:

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Enginesrs Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Version 2.0



VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

-
Sampling Polnt: _{i__

Treo Stratum  (Plot size:
1

Absolute Dominant indicator
Spacles?

% Caver

Dominance Test worksheot:
Number of Dominant Specles
That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: ____ ____ (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: — B

Parcent of Dominant Specles
That Aro OBL, FACW,orFAC: ____________ (AB)

Sepfna/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size:

= Total Cover

Provalence Index worksheet:
~Jotal% Coverof, __ Multilybv:

OBL species
FACW spacigs
FAC spacies
FACU species
UPL spscies

x1s

x23

x3e

x4s

x5=

N N

Column Totats: (A) (8)

Prevalence Index = B/A=

Herb Stratum  (Plot size:

= Tatei Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:

_ 1-Rapld Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
__ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

__ 3-Provalence Index is $3.0'

__ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problamatic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indlcators of hydric scil and wetiand hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

© O N D O kW

-
e

—h
-

-
»

Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size:

= Total Cover

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

Troo — Woody plants 3 In. (7.6 cm) or more in dlameter
at breast helght (DBH), regardless of height.

Sapling/shrub - Woody plants less than 3 In. DBH
and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tafl.

Harb - All herbaceous {non-woody) plants, regardiess
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tail.

Woody vines - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ftin
height.

Cali sl

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic

Vegetation
Present? Yes No ‘/

Remarks: (Inciude photo numbers here or cn a separate sheet.)

L);A%(V //VAQJ' )'\/f/‘\’}/yc Na% ?O(/J QC#)G/ Couvevr
/\/o VJ/&A/}((V M’J{er”’f'rk Prffﬁh‘f‘,
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SOIL Sampling Point: __/J_/____

Profilo Doscription: (Doscribe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of Indlcators.)

—-. Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 143B)

Depth Matrx RedoxFeatures
finches) ~ _ Colorfmoistl __%._ . _Color(molst % Twge _loc’ = _ Texure _Remarks
O-17 o2 lvo S, /¥ lopn
12-/6 [0IRZ[2 (o9 S/l loen
R IRZELRTESNEY, c lpn [t
[
'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. *Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soll Indicators: Indlcators for Problamatic Hydric Solls®:
— Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface ($8) (LRR R, — 2cmMuck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
__ Histic Epipadon (A2) MLRA 143B) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
_ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
— Hydrogen Suifide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L) __ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR K, L)
— Stratified Layers (A5) __ Loamy Glayed Matrix (F2) _ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
. Depleted Betow Dark Surfece (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR K, L)
— Thick Dark Surface (A12) . Redox Dark Surface (F6) __ lren-Manganese Masses (F12) {LRR K, L, R)
— Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) — Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Pledmont Floodptaln Sails (F18) (MLRA 1498)
— Sandy Glsyed Matrix (S4) _ Redox Depressions (F8) __ Meslc Spodic (TAS) (MLRA 144A, 145, 148B)
— Sandy Redox (85) — Red Parent Material {F21)
— Stripped Matrix {S6) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Other (Explain in Remaerks)

Yndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: /
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes No

"Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Reglon - Verston 2.0
























PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo A........coeevnnnen Viewing east across Wetland A.

Photo B...........ce.e.ee. Typical view of shrub-carr on the site (DP #’s 7, 10, 13).

Photos C and D.......... Typical views of fill material on the site.















NRCS-CPA-32W
(6-9-06)

WETLAND DOCUMENTATION RECORD

Remotely Sensed Data Summary

Owner/Operator: /Z /h}/ﬁ;\ ~ /z 224

Slide Reviewer:

eyer

County:\{ Ane Slat&%
Date: /0 */J' '962

I 4
Site Identification No;.D—IMLdO'A' ‘v /)"’ 7~ )i Y77 (TractNo.+SiteNo)

Farm Service Agency (or Other) Aerial Slide Data

5 Rainfall (in)
(Moffsr) ( Ap:?f:;vzv . Interpretation- (codes listed in box below)
= 9.¢$)

43037 [70.060 | L CN
éllao)l Y. 29H AL LR
43030 (2. 51N /M LR
[0[/.,7011’ [& 94 W N_CIL
413017 79 k6 | M CR
SI2RIZ ¢ 77D | NIl
qI2070 | 7. FAW | NCR
2 DY | [9.41 W T N NCT
3004 | 7LATA | A AC
90l | 73a N | A AC
Air Photo

Feature

1 =water

2 = mud flat

3 = bare spot

4 =drowned crop
5 = planted late

Y = Yes, signal indicates wetness (+ = strong,
CR = cropped (row crop or tilled)

Color

- =weak)

6a = dark green
6b = light green

6¢ = yellow
6d = brown
6e = black

N = No wetness signature
NC = not cropped (hay, pasture, idle, etc.)

Manipulation (year of installation) Other

7a = ditched write explanation
7b = tiled

7c = filled

7d = tree/brush removal

8 = plowed/tilled

Doesslide/air photo dataindicate the site is a wetland?

OYes ONo

# years out of # / 0 years observed have wet (Y) signatures.
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