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1.0 [INTRODUCTION

On behalf of JP Cullen, TRC Environmental Corporation {TRC) conducted a wetland delineation
within a designated Study Area at 5300 W. Franklin Blvd (Figure 1, Appendix A). The Study Area
was approximately 14 acres and located in Section 26, Township 5 North, Range 21 East, in the
City of Franklin, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin,

Landowner’s Name and Contact Information:
Carlisle Interconnect Technologies, Inc.

5300 W Franklin Drive

Franklin, Wisconsin 53132

The purpose of this wetland delineation was to determine the current location and extent of
wetlands located within the designated Study Area for the proposed expansion of the Carslile
Interconnect manufacturing facility. Our study is presented here in terms of methodolegy,
results, and conclusions.,

The wetland delineation field investigation was conducted by TRC scientists Ron Londré (WDNR
Assured Delineator}, and Amanda Larsen on May 11, 2016 and May 13, 2016. Ron Londré was
the lead investigator and is the author of this report.

1.1 Statement of Qualifications

TRC has extensive experience managing and conducting wetland delineations and assessments
across the United States. TRC's biologists and ecologists have been trained to properly and
consistently apply the methods set forth in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual and applicable regional supplements. They have direct experience identifying and
documenting indicators of hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soil and are
experienced in dealing with naturally problematic and disturbed conditions.

TRC's large natural resources staff have the capability to coordinate wetland survey teams to
meet fast-track project schedules and satisfy the challenges of complex or controversial projects.

Mr. Ron Londré, PWS, WDNR Assured Wetland Ecologist, is a Senior Ecologist at TRC with over
twelve years of professional experience in wetland ecology. He is ceriified by the Society of
Wetland Scientists Professional Certification Program as a Professional Wetland Scientist {PWS #
2436) and is certified by the Ecological Society of America as an Ecologist. His academic studies,
from which he earned M.S. and B.S. Degrees in Biological Science, focused on plant community
ecology and restoration ecofogy. Mr. Londré has completed the following wetland delineation
technical training workshops provided by UW-La Crosse: Advanced Wetland Delineation; Basic
Wetland Delineation; Critical Methods in Wetland Delineation; Hydric Soils; and Grasses, Sedges,
and Rushes. Additionally, he has completed the Regional Supplement Seminar and Field
Practicum training provided by the Wetland Training Institute and the Wetland Delineation
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Training Workshop provided by the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. Mr. Londré is a part of
the Wetland Delineation Professional Assurance Initiative of the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources {(WDNR). This means his work is assured for purposes of State of Wisconsin
wetland delineations. '

Ms. Amanda Larsen is a biologist with TRC and has over five years of experience working on a
variety of natural resource projects throughout the United States. She specializes in conducting
wetland delineations and assessments, biological surveys, water monitoring, habitat restoration,
and invasive species control. Ms. Larsen has a B.S. degree in Conservation and Environmental
Science from UW-Milwaukee with a focus on water resources. She has taken the following
technical trainings related to wetland delineation: Wetland Delineation Critical Methods
Workshop (2016}, Advanced Wetland Delineation {2014), Basic Wetland Delineation (2013),
provided by UW-La Crosse; and Significant Nexus Determination (2014) provided by the Swamp
School.

1.2 Agency Regulatory Authority

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act {CWA), wetlands and waterways that are considered
Waters of the U.S. are subject to federal regulation. The jurisdictional regulatory authority under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act {CWA) lies with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers {USACE),
Under Chapters 30 and 281 Wisconsin State Statutes, and Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 103,
151, 299, 350, and 353 wetlands are subject to regulation. The jurisdictional regulatory authority
under the Wisconsin State Statutes and Administrative Code lies with the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources {(WDNR). Municipalities, townships and counties may also have local zoning
authority over certain areas or types of wetlands and waterways. The determination that a
wetland or waterway is subject to regulatory jurisdiction is made independently by the federal,
state and local agencies.

2.0 METHODS

This wetland delineation was conducted in accordance with the guidelines of the 1987 Carps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Midwest Region (Version
2.0, 2010). National Wetland Indicator status and taxonomic nomenclature is referenced from
The National Wetland Plant List {Lichvar, 2016). National Wetland Indicator status is based on
the Midwest Region. Indicators of hydric soil are based on the Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in
the United States guide Version 7.0 {Vasilas, L. M. et. al. 2010). This report has also been prepared
in accordance with the guidelines set forth in the “Guidance for Submittal of Delineation Reports
to the St. Paul District Corps of Engineers and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources”
document issued March 4, 2015.
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2.1 Off-Site Review

Prior to conducting fieldwork, TRC scientists Ren Londré and Amanda Larsen reviewed several
maps including the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ Quadrangle maps, Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Sail Survey Map, Wisconsin Wetland inventory (WWI)
Map, and aerial photographs. These sources were used to identify areas likely to contain
wetlands.

Precipitation data from approximately 90 days prior to the field investigation were obtained from
a weather station near the Study Area and compared with 30-year average precipitation data
ohtained from a NRCS WETS Table for the County where the Study Area was located to determine
if antecedent hydrologic conditions at the time of the site visit were normal, wetter, or drier than
the normal range.

2.2 On-Site Field Investigation

Areas having wetland indicators within the Study Area were evaluated in the field by TRC wetland
scientists Ron Londré and Amanda Larsen on May 11, 2016 and May 13, 2016. Sample points
were located in areas exhibiting wetland and upland characteristics to document the presence
and/or absence of wetlands and to provide support for the delineated wetland boundaries. At
each sample point, data were collected to document the vegetation and hydrophytic vegetation
indicators, soil profiles and hydric soil indicators, and wetland hydrology indicators.

Plant species were identified at each sample point and their wetland indicator status; obligate
wetland (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), facultative (FAC), facultative upland {FACU), or
upland {(UPL}; was determined by referencing The National Wetland Plant List {Lichvar 2014). Soil
pits were dug to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of
indicators. Soil color was determined using a Munsell soil color chart. The sample point plots
and soil pits were evaluated for the presence of wetland hydrology indicators.

The wetland boundaries were delineated and staked using wire pin flags and when needed
flagging tape. Wetland boundaries were generally determined by distinct to subtle differences
in the abundance of hydrophytic vegetation and non-hydrophytic vegetation, presence versus
absence of hydric soil indicators, and presence versus absence of wetland hydrology indicators.
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3.0 RESULTS
3.1 Off-Site Review
The 2-Foot Contour Map (Appendix A, Figure 2) showed elevations ranging from 720 to 730 feet
above sea level. Based on the contour map, water would be expected to drain from the

southwest and western portions of the site towards the southeastern portion of the site.

According to the NRCS Soil Survey map (Appendix A, Figure 3) three mapped soil units are located
within the Study Area. The soils mapped within the Study Area are listed on Table 1 below.

Table 1 — Mapped Soils

* Map Unit - Map UnitName = Drainage . HydricRating % of Study

o _ S i = Area
AsA Ashkum silty clay loam, 0-2 Poorly Drained 97 28.2
percent slopes
BlA Blount silt loam, 1 to 3 percent | Somewhai Poorly 0 63.6
slopes Drained
MzdB Worley silt loam, 2 to 6 percent Well Drained 0 8.2
slopes

The Wisconsin Wetland Inventory (WWI1) map {Appendix A, Figure 4) shows three wetlands
within the Study Area. The types of wetland shown an the WWI| map within the Study Area are
tisted in Table 2 below.

Table 2 — Mapped WWI Wetland Types

Map Unit Symbal R “"_:-'_.f.::."'D.esc_r.ir.)tion. :

T3K Forested, Broad leaved deciduous, Wet soil, Palustrine

E2K Emergent/wet meadow, Narrow-leaved persistent, Wet soil, Palustrine

A review of aerial imagery from 2000, 2005, 2007, 2010, and 2015 (Appendix A, Figures 5-9}
shows the Study Area as containing a building and associated parking lots and drives as well as
having a forested area to the east of the building and emergent vegetation to the north of the
building. There does not appear to be any observable land use change during this time period.

Prior to conducting the field visit, antecedent precipitation data were analyzed. Data were
obtained from a nearby weather station {MILWAUKEE MITCHELL AP (WI) USW00014839) and
compared to data from a nearby WETS station (MILWAUKEE MITCHELL AP (W1) USW(C0014839).
The most recent rainfall event prior to the site visit was 1.12 inches, which occurred on May 10,
2016. Precipitation for the 14 days prior to the site visit was 2.04 inches. The precipitation data
for the 90 day period prior to the field visit (Appendix B, Table 3) were entered into a WETS
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analysis worksheet {Appendix B, Table 4} to weight the information from each preceding month
to analyze hydrologic conditions. Based on this analysis, the antecedent hydrologic conditions
were considered to be within a normal range, suggesting that climatic/hydrologic conditions
were normal for this time of year.

3.2 On-Site Field Investigation
3.2.1 Site Description

The Study Area was comprised of a manufacturing building and associated parking lots and drives
with some ornamental landscaping and lawn areas surrounding the western and southern
portions of the building. The eastern portion of the Study Area was predominantly forested
mixed with areas dominated by shrubs. The north central portion of the Study Area contained
predominantly herbaceous plant communities.

Naturally problematic conditions and disturbed (atypical} conditions were encountered within
the Study Area. The naturally problematic conditions included relatively high abundances of
FACU plant species in some areas of forested wetlands. The disturbed conditions included areas
of mowed lawn and artificially planted vegetation,

3.2.2 Uplands

Upland plant communities observed in the Study Area included small portions of upland forest
and areas of lawn with ornamental trees. All other areas of upland were built upon containing a
building, parking lot, and drives. Sample points SP-2, SP-4, SP-6, SP-8, and S5P-10 were located in
upland areas.

3.2.3 Wetlands

One wetland was delineated. The delineated wetland boundaries and sample points are shown
on a map (Exhibit A} in Appendix C. Photographs were taken at sample points and other notable
locations (Appendix D). Data were coliected and recorded on Wetland Determination Data Forms
at 12 sample points to document wetland and upland locations (Appendix E).

Wetland (Shallow Marsh, Hardwood Swamp, Shrub Carr wetland complex)

The wetland was approximately 6.53 acres within the Study Area and consisted of shallow marsh,
hardwood swamp, and shrub-carr plant communities. There were patches of sedge meadow
within the shallow marsh area just to the north of wetland sample point SP-3. The boundary of
the wetland extends beyond the Study Area offsite to the north and east. Seven wetland sample
points {(SP-1, SP-3, SP-5, SP-7, SP-9, 5P-11, and SP-12) were taken within the wetland and five
upland sample points {SP-2, SP-4, SP-6, SP-8, and SP-10) were taken in adjacent upland areas.
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The dominant vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-1, which was taken in a shrub-carr plant
community, included Uimus americana {American elm) in the tree stratum, Rhamnus cathartica
(common buckthorn} in the shrub stratum, and Phragmities australis (common reed grass) in the
herb stratum. The dominant vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-3, which was taken in a
shaliow marsh plant community, included Fraxinus pennsyvanica (green ash), Acer negundo
{boxelder), and Solix bebbiana (Bebb’s willow)} in the shrub stratum; and Typha anfustifolia
{narrow leaved cattail), and Carex stricta {tussock sedge) in the herb stratum. The dominant
vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-5, which was in a mixed hardwood swamp / shrub-carr
plant community, included Fraxinus pennsylvanica and Quercus alba (white cak} in the tree
stratum, Rhamnus cathartica in the shrub stratum; and Carex bramoides (brome-like sedge),
Ribes cynosbati (prickly gooseberry), and Rhamnus cathartica in the herb stratum. The dominant
vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-7, which was taken in a mixed hardwood swamp / shrub-
carr plant community, includes Carya ovata (shagbark hickory) and Fraxinus pennsylvanica in the
tree stratum, Rhamnus cathartica and Ostrya virginiana {American hophornbeam) in the shrub
stratum; and Carex bromoides, Ribes cynoshati, and Rhamnus cathartica in the shrub stratum.
The dominant vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-3, which was taken in a mixed hardwood
swamp / shrub-carr plant community, included Quercus rubra (red oak) and Quercus bicolor
(swamp white oak) in the tree stratum; Carpinus caroliniana (musclewood} and Rhamnus
cathartica in the shrub stratum; and Ribes cynosbati, Carpinus carcliniana, Prunus virginiang, and
Rhamnus cathartica in the herb stratum. The dominant vegetation at wetland Sample Point SP-
11, which was taken in a hardwood swamp plant community, included Carya ovata and Tilia
americana in the tree stratum, Carpinus carofiniana and Ostrya virginiana in the shrub stratum,
and Carpinus caroliniana in the herb stratum. The dominant vegetation at wetland Sample Point
SP-12, which was taken in a hardwood swamp plant community, included Quercus alba, Quercus
bicolor, and Acer saccharinum (silver maple) in the tree stratum; Carpinus caroliniana and Ostrya
virginiana in the shrub stratum; and Carex pensylvanica in the herb stratum. Species including
Ostrya virginiana, Rhamnus cathartica, Carya ovata, and Tilia americang were frequently
exhibiting morphological adaptation to saturated or inundated conditions including adventitious
roots, shallow root systems, and/or buttressing. This suggests that there may have been an
increase in hydrology in recent years that may not have been the historical condition.

Hydrology generally appeared to be sustained by surface water runoff from the adjacent
impervious surfaces and a limited outlet for water from the site. Wetland hydrology indicators
observed at the wetland Sample Points included High Water Table {A2), Saturation (A3), Water
Marks (B1), Water-Stained Leaves (B9), Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9), Geomorphic
Position {D2}, and Positive FAC-neutral tests {D5). Saturation and possible inundation is visible in
some wetland areas in a 2014 Google Earth image during spring leaf-off. Hydric seils indicators
observed at the wetland Sample Points included Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11), Depleted
Matrix (F3), and Redox Dark Surface (F6),

The boundary of the wetland was based on subtle topographic breaks, the boundary between
hydrophytic and non-hydrophytic vegetation, the boundary between the presence and absence
of wetland hydrotogy indicators, and the boundary between hydric and non-hydric soil. In some
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areas, the wetland extended nearly to the edge of the parking lot in the northern portion of the
Study Area.

3.2.4 Other Aquatic Resources

No other aquatic resources were identified within the Study Area.

3.2.5 Professionai Opinion On Wetland Susceptibility Per NR 151

Table 5 in Appendix F lists a professional opinion on wetland susceptibility, based on a request
by the WDNR, to do so per revised NR 151 guidance (Guidance #3800-2015-02}. Please note that
the final determination of wetland susceptibility rests with the WDNR.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the wetland delineation completed by TRC, one wetland was delineated totaling 6.53
acres of wetlands within the approximately 14 acre Study Area. No other aquatic resources were
observed within the Study Area.

The results of this field study are based on site conditions at the time of the field study, which
was conducted in accordance with current regulatory policy and methods.

Wetlands and other aguatic resources delineated and identified in this report are a professional
finding based on current regulatory policy accepted by the USACE and WDNR methodology at
the time the resources were delineated. Unknown and future conditions that affect observations
of field indicators or change in interpretation of regulatory policy or methods may modify future
findings.

The ultimate authority to determine the location of the wetland boundary and jurisdictional
authority over the wetlands and other aquatic resources identified in this report resides with the
USACE and WDNR. Decisions made by staff of these regulatory agencies may result in
modifications to the location of the wetland or other aquatic resource boundaries shown in this
report. In addition, the USACE and WDNR have jurisdictional authority to determine which
features are exempt from regulation including stormwater ponds and conveyance features. If
the client proposes to modify a potentially exempt feature, a WDNR Artificial Determination
Exemption and USACE Approved Jurisdictional Determination (AJD) reguests would need to be
submitted. Furthermaore, municipalities, townships and counties may have local zoning authority
over certain areas or types of wetlands and waterways, The determination that a wetland or
waterway is subject to regulatory jurisdiction is made independently by the agencies.

Any activity in a delineated wetland or below the Ordinary High Water Mark of other agquatic
resources may require USACE permits and WDNR Water Quality Certification, and local
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government permits. If the Client proceeds to change, modify or utilize the property in
question without obtaining authorization from the appropriate regulatory agency, it will be
done at the Client’s own risk and TRC Environmental Corporation shall not be responsible or

{iable for any resulting damages.
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APPENDIX B:
ANTECEDENT PRECIPITATION DATA / WETS ANALYSIS




Table 3. Antecedent Precipitation Data

February 11, 2016 - May 10, 2016

Precipitation Data Source Location
MILWAUKEE MITCHELL AP {WI1) USWO00014839

3rd Month Prior 2nd Month Prior 1st Month Priot
Date PPT Date PPT Date PPT
2/11/2016 0 3/12/2016 0 4/11/2016 0
2/12/2016 0 3/13/2016 0.41 4/12/2016 0
2/13/2016 0 3/14/2016 0.02 4/13/2016 T
2/14/2016 0.05 3/15/2016 0.43 4/14/2016 0
2/15/2016 0.02 3/16/2016 0.08 4/15/2016 0
2/16/2016 0.03 3/17/2016 0 4/16/2016 0
2/17/2016 0 3/18/2016 0.08 4/17/2016 0
2/18/2016 T 3/19/2016 T 4/18/2016 0
2/19/2016 0 3/20/2016 0 4/19/2016 T
2/20/2016 0 3/21/2016 0 4/20/2016 0.12
2/21/2016 0 3/22/2016 0 4/21/2016 0.07
2/22/2016 0 3/23/2016 0.35 4/22/2016 0
2/23/2016 0 3/24/2016 0.95 4/23/2016 0
2/24/2016 0 3/25/2016 0 4/24/2016 0
2/25/2016 T 3/26/2016 0 4/25/2016 0.07
2/26/2016 0 3/27/2016 0.1 4/26/2016 T
2/27/2016 0 3/28/2016 T 4/27/2016 0.08
2/28/2016 0.01 3/29/2016 0 4/28/2016 0.03
2/29/2016 T 3/30/2016 0.02 4/29/2016 0.02
3/1/2016 0.15 3/31/2016 0.56 4/30/2016 0.4
3/2/2016 0 4/1/2016 0.03 5/1/2016 0.13
3/3/2016 T 4/2/2016 0.12 5/2/2016 0
3/4/2016 0.1 4/3/2016 T 5/3/2016 0.04
3/5/2016 T 4/4/2016 T 5/4/2016 T
3/6/2016 0 4/5/2016 0.03 5/5/2016 0
3/7/2016 T 4/6/2016 0.6 5/6/2016 T
3/8/2016 T 4/7/2016 0.01 5/7/2016 T
3/9/2016 0.09 4/8/2016 0.15 5/8/2016 0
3/10/2016 0 4/9/2016 0 5/9/2016 0.22
3/11/2016 0 4/10/2016 0.07 5/10/2016 1.12
Total = 0.45 Total = 4.01 Total = 2.3

PPT - Precipitaticn in inches

T- Trace
M - Missing

CTRC
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APPENDIX C:
WETLAND DELINEATION MAP
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APPENDIX D:
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Date
1 5/11/16

Bescription

Wetland sample point SP-
1, facing west.

Photo No. Date
2 3/11/16

Description

Upland sample point SP-
2, facing west

Site Location

5300 W. Franklin Dr., Franklin, WI

255682

Project No.




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Date
3 5/11/16

Description

Wetland sample point SP- :
3, facing north.

Phota No. Date

4 511716
Description
Upland sample point SP-

4, facing west.

5300 W, Franklin Dr., Franklin, WI

Site Location

Project No.
255682
. !




Site Photographs

Project Name Site Location Project No.

Carlisle Interconnect 5300 W. Franklin Dr., Franklin, WT 255682

Photo No. Date
5 5/11/16

Description

Wetland sample point SP-
3, facing east.

Photo No. Date
6 5/13/16

Description

Upland sample point SP-
6, facing north.




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Bate
7 5/13/16
Description

Wetland sample point SP-

7, Tacing north.

Phota No. Date

8 5/13/16
Description

Upland sample point SP-

8, facing south-southeast.

Site Location

5300 W. Franklin Dr., Fra
. i

nklin, W1

o

255682

Project No.




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Date
9 5/13/16
Description

Wetland sample point SP-

9, facing north.

Photo No. Date

10 5/13/16
Bescription

Upland sample point SP-

10, facing northwest.

Site Location

5300 W. Franklin Dr.,

T
4

i

Franklin, W1
I —

2

255682

3

Projact No.




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisie Interconnect

Photo No. Date
11 5/13/16
Description

Wetland sample point SP- §
11, facing northwest.

Photo No. Date
12 5/13/16
Description

Wetland sample point 8P-
12, facing west.

Site Location

5300 W, Franklin Dr.

, Franklin, W1
R

255682

Project No.




Site Photographs

Project Name Site Location Project No.
Carlisle Interconnect 5300 W, Franklin Dr,, Franklin, WT 255682
Photo No. Date : ot
12 5/13/16
Description

Representative photo of
shallow roots on Osfrya
virginiana in hardweod

swamp.
Photo No. Date
13 5/13/16
Description

Representative photo of
adventitious/shailow roots ?
on Rhamnus cathartica in
hardwood swamp.




Site Photographs

Project Name Site Location Project No,

Carlisle Interconnect 5300 W. Franklin Dr., Franklin, WI 255682

Photo No. Date
14 5A13/16

Description

Representative photo of F
adventitious/shallow roots ¥
on Ostrvavirginiana.

Photo No. Date
15 5/13/16

Description

View of western portion
of Study Area, roadside.




Site Photographs

Carlisle interconnect

Project Name

Photo No. Date
16 5/13/16
Description

View of southern portion
of Study Area, roadside.

Site Location

5300 W. Franklin Dr., Franklin, W1

255682

Project No.




APPENDIX E:
WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORMS




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectySite: _Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Sampiing Date: __ 11-May-16
Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Interconnect / IP Cullen State: W1 _ Sampling Point: SP-1
Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: S 26 T 5N R 21E

tandform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): Backslope ) Local relief (concave, convex, none): convex

Slope: 1.7 lat: Long.: Datum: _

Seil Map Unit Name:  Blount silt loam (BIA) NWI classification: T3/E2K

Are climatic/hydrologic canditions on the site typical for this time of year? Y€S ® no O {if no, explain In Remarks.)

Are Vegetation L] . Soll L] , or Hydrology ] significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 1) No O

Are Vegetation [] , Soll L] , or Bydrology [] naturally problematic? (If neaded, explain 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 Sampled Area
Hydlric Soil Present? Yes ® o O within a Wetfand? Yes @ No O
Watland Hydrology Present? Yes O] No O
Remarks:

Based on the presence of all three parameters, this point is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species?
(o 150 Absolute Rel.Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 15'x 150' % € Stat
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 12'x150° ) o COVEY ... Cover 2M2.1 Number of Dominant Species
1. Uimus americana 10 Ml 100.0%  FACW | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 W
2.
3 o Total Number of Dominant
' P Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4, o
5. Percent of deminant Species
T That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ...100.0% _ (&/B)
.19 - =Total Cover
. Sanfina Shrub Stratum (Plot stze: 15°x50° Prevalence Index worksheat:
1. Rhamnus cathartica 50 86.2%  FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by;
2. Crataegus crus-gatl " 5 [l sew  Fac | OBLspecies L oxl= 0
3. Prunus virginiana ) 3 [] s52% Facu . FACW species 85 ~ x2= 170 _
4. FACspecies 75  X3= 275
5. oo . FACU species X4 =
. ) 58 = Total Cover i =
_Herb Stratum, (Plot size: 5'r ) P - UPL species X5
1. Phragmites australis 60 @,___5_{_5,_._93{&__ Facw | Column Totals: 174 =~ (A}
2, Rharnnus cathartica N 28 [;I.,M..}_*?ﬁi’?m FAC . Prevalence Index = BfA =
3. Phalaris arundinaces s [ 142%  FACW

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

4, Rosa multifiora ) 1 ) ] .
o - T e . | [] 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5. Solidago canadensis ) 3 [ 28% racy 5 is > 50%
R R - L O K .5 - Dominance Test is >
6, Sonchus arvensis i3 U 28 EACU ’
o T P e Wl 3 - Prevalence Index is<3.02
7, o Lloww
8. .0 D 4 - Morphological Adaptations 1 {Provide supporting
: e data in Remarks or on a separate sheet
9 [
|
_10' = - IT Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain}
H
"""""""" = Total Cover ! Indicators of hydric soit and wetland hydrology must
Woady Vine Straty,... (Plot size: 15'x 150° ) be present, uniess disturbed or probfematic.
2, U o O ooe | praceebvtic

Vegetation
0 =Total Cover Pregent? Yes @ No O

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

The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met. Plot size is based on the linear shape of the wetland. Shrub carr / fresh {wet) meadow wetland
camplex,

*Indicator suffix = Natlonal status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point:  §P-1
Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to decument the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth MAtKix.......mmmn Redox Features.. .. ...
Ainghes) . Color(meist).. % ..Color(mpist.. % Twpel heed ____ Texture .. Bemarks.
0-4 10YR 3/1 100 Sandy Clay Loam
4-11 10YR 411 88 10YR 5/8 10 C M Sandy Clay
10YR 5/6 2 C M
11-20 10YR 5f2 80 10YR 5/6 20 C M Sandy Clay

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depleticn, RM=Reduced Matrix, C5=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2gcation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:
[ Histosol (A1)

[] Histic Epipedon {A2)
L] Black Histic (A3)

L] Hydrogen Sulfide (A4}

[ stratified Layers (A5)

(] 2 om Muck (A10)

Wl Depleted Below Dark Surface (Al1)
] Thick Dark Surface (A12)

[ sandy Muck Minerat {S1}

D 5 em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

L] Sandy Gleyed Matrix {54)
D Sandy Redox (55)

[ stripped Matrix (S6)

[l Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
L] Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

[ Redox park Surface (F6)
il Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
D Redox Depressions {F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Seoils 3
[ ] Coast Prairie Redox {A16)

(] park Surface {57}

(7] 1ron Manganese Masses (F12)

] Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

U] other {Explain in Remarks)

3 Inclicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unfess disturbed or problematic,

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Typa: _None

Cepth {inches}: _NA

Yes @ No OO

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is met,

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

D Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

@ Saturation (A3)

D Water Marks (B1)

(] sediment Deposits (82)

[ orift Deposits (83)

D Algal Mat or Crust {B4)

] tren Deposits (B5)

{_] 1nundation Visible on Aertal Imagery (B7)
] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

D Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

[ Aquatic Fauna {813)

[ True Aquatic Plants (B14)

[ rydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

[ oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots {C3)
D Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

D Recent Iron Reduction i Tilled Soils (C6)
D Thin Muck Surface (C7)

D Gauge or Well Data (D9}

[ ] other {Expiain in Remarks)

D Surface Soit Cracks (B6)

O Drainage Patterns {B10)

Ll Dry Season Water Table (C2)
(] crayfish Burrows (C8)

FAC-Meutral Test (DS)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O No @

Water Table Present? Yes ® No O
i ?

Saturation Present? Yo {® No 0

{includes capillary fringe}

Depth (inchesy: ..
Depth {inchesy: 3 .
Depth (inchesy: _ .0

Waetiand Hydrology Present?

Yes ® No O

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, pricr delineation

Remarks:

Based on WETS analysis, antecedent hydrolegic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is met,

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Veysion 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM -
City/County:  Frankin / Milwaukes

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect

Midwest Region

Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Inferconnect / JP Cullen State:

Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Shoulder slope

Slope;

4 ° lat: Long.:

Saction, Township, Range:

Sampling Date:  11-May-16
WI Sampling Point: 5p-2
S 26 T 5N R 21E

tocal relief (concave, convex, none): convex

Datum:

Sofl Map Unit Name:  Ashkum_silty clay loam (AsA)

NWI classification: Nane

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes (8 No O
Are Vegetation , Soit

Lsait [

, or Hydrology r] significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation [] , or Hydrology [] naturally problematic?

Are "Normal Circumstances” present?

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Yes O No®

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.}

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

Yes O No @

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yeas Q No ®

. . Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes O ne® within a Watiand?
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes O No®

Remarks:

Circumstances are not normal due to mowing of vegetation. Based on the absence of all three parameters, this peint is located in an upland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
. o Absolute Rel.Strat, Indicater | Dominance Test worksheet:
Piot size: 15'x 150' q
Tree Stratum..{ Asixase ) %o Cover.. Cover... STAWS |\ b er of Dominant Species
1. o [l ao%m | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: W
2,
3 Total Number of Dominant
. Species Across All Strata: 2 (8
4,
5. Percent of dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 20:0% o (AB)
= Totat Cover
_SaplinasShrub Stratum (Plot size: 15'x50° ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
| a.. Y Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. (1 oo% | OBLspecies o = xl= _ 0 _
3. DW 0.0% FACW species Qo  x2= Q0
4. FAC species 35 X3=
5. - FACU species X4 =
_Herh Stratum_(Plotsize: 5'r .. = Total Cover UPL spedies _ . x5=
1, Poa compressa e 108%_ Facy | ColumnTotals: 98 — (A)
2, Poa pratensis 30 308% FAC Pravalence Index = B/A = 3745
3, Daucus carota ) 1o [ w00%  up

4. Medicago sativa

[ si%  FAC

5, Plantago major

5
3
6, Trifolium repens o
3
0

oo Osaw Facy
7. Sonchus arvensis . D}l% FACU
0 oom

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

[]a- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
[] 2- pominance Testis > 50%

D 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0 !

L] a- Morphological Adaptations ! (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

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

Woody Vine Straty_ (Plot size: 15'%150° 3  Total Cover
2. oo Dloow
b =Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes C  No®

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

not met,

Vegetation significantly disturbed due to recent mowing. Although mowed, vegetation is still identifiable. The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is

*Indicator suffix = Mational status or profassional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: _$§P-2
Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Fealures . ...
Sfinches). ....Color{moist).. S _Color{malsty % Twpel Loz Texture Remarks
0-12 10YR 4/3 60 Sandy Clay Loam
10YR 5/3 40
12-20 10YR 5/4 96 10YR 442 2 Sandy Clay
10YR 5/6 2

1 Type: C=Cencentration, D=Deplation, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2Location: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:
[] ristosol (AT}

D Histic Epipeden {A2)
L] Black Histic (A3)

] Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

[] stratified Layers (A5}

[ 2 cm Muck (A10)

] Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
[ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

[ sandy Muck Mineral (51)

[I5en Mucky Peat or Peat {53}

D Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)
D Sandy Redox (55}

D Stripped Matrix {S6)

D Loarny Mucky Mineral {F1)
] Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
] Depleted Matrix (F3)

[ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
] Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
D Redox Depressicns (F8)

Indicators for Probiematic Hydric Soils 3 :

[ ] Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

[ ] 1ron Manganese Masses {F12)
L] Very Shailow Dark Surface (TF12)
(1 Other (Explain in Remarks)

% tndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
watland hydrology must be prasent,
unless disturbed or problematic,

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Typa:  ANone

Depth {inches}: NA,

Yes 0 No@®

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:

Soils appears tc be fill material from when an adjacent parkinglot was constructed. The criterion for hydric scil is not met.

HYDROLOGY

Woetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicators {minimum of bwo required

D Surface Water (Al)

D High Water Tabie (A2)

D Saturation {A3)

{1 water Marks (1)

{1 Sediment Depaslts (52)

[ Orift Deposits (83)

[ Algal Mat or Crust {B4)

D Iren Deposits (B5}

L] tnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
D Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

D Water-Stalned Leaves {(B9)
D Aguatic Fauna (B13)

[ True Aquatic Plants (B14)
[ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

[ oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

D Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

D Recent Tron Reduction In Tikied Scils (£6)
D Thin Muck Surface (C7)

] Gauge or Well Data (D9)

L other (Explain in Remarks)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows {C8)

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

oo can

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Fiald Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O No @ Depth {inches):

Water Table Present? Yes O o @ Depth {inchesy:

Saturation Presant? O ® . Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes O No ®
(includes capillary fringe} Yes No Depth {inchesy: ..

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

WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is not met,

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect _ City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Sampling Date: ___ 11-May-16
Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Interconnect / JP Cullen State:  WI Sampling Point: Sp-3
Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: § 26 T 5N R 21E

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

Spe:  0.0% .. ..0.0° Lat: Long.: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Ashkum silty clay ioam (AsA) NWI classification: T3/F2K

Are dimatic/hydrelogic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? 1€S ® nNo O (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation 01, seil ] , or Hydrology il significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ® No O

Are Vegetation ll , Soil ] , or Hydrology | naturally problematic? (If neaded, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetaticn Present? Yes ® No O
. Es the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Prasent? Yes ® No O within a Wetland? Yes @ No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes @ No O
Remarks:

Based cn the presence of all three parameters, this point is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Deminant
Species? -
0 ) Absolute paj.Strat. Indicator] Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 30'r % € Stat

Tree Stratun. { T 2 LOVEL...... Cover a3 Number of Dominant Specles

1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 5. M 100.0% FACW | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: - S )

2. L] o.0%

e e 4 Total Number of Dominant

3. DMQ:E% vt e | SpECIES ACTOSS All Strata: . (B}

4, L] oo

5. [] oow Percent of dominant Species

e ee | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: . 100.0% . (W)

Saplina/Shrub Stratum {Plot size: 15'r ) Prevalence Index worksheet:

1. Fraxdinus pennsylvanica 5 lﬂ 45.5%  FACW Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

2. Acer negundo 3. M 73w rpac | OBLspedes i1 x1= 10

3. Sallx hebhlana 3. ™ 273% FACW | FACWspeces 26~ x2= 52

4, 0 (] oom ) FAC species 6 xX3= 1§

5. FACU species 6 xd4= 24

Herb Stratum_{Plot size: 5'r ) AL = Total Cover UPL species _ x5= _
1. Typha angustifclia Column Totals: LS (A} w228 (B
2, Carex stricta Prevalence Index = B/A = LLA97

3. Symphyotrichum puniceum

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

™

. Euthamia graminifoliz
L : 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

. Daucus carota

E 2 - Dominance Test is > 50%
W 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0

. Barbarea vulgaris

] 2.2%'“ EACU e 4 - Morphological Adaptations ! (Provide supporting

- Cirsium vulgare - - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
L] 22  Facy

4
5
6. Solidago gigantea
7
8
9

. Sonchus arvensis

U Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation ! {Explain)

10. ]
""" = Total Cover ! Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
_Woody Vine Straty_{Plot slze: 30'r ) be prasent, unless disturbed or preblematic,
1 Lo Uloos
2. 0 1 oo Hydrophytic
0% e | vegetation
.0 =Totwl Cover Present? Yes ® N0

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
The critericn for hydrophytic vegetation is met. Shallow marsh / sedge meadew plant community.

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Reglon - Version 2.0




SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-3

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

Depth Matrix, Redox EEALUNES..... e -
finches) ....Colerfmeist).. .%. ..._Color(meist).. .%. . Twoe!  Lec? Texture Remarks
o-7 10YR 3/1 95 5YR 4/6 5 C M Sandy Clay Loam
7-11 10YR 2/1 90 10YR 5/6 10 [o M Sandy Clay
11-23 10YR 441 70 10YR 5/6 30 o M Sandy Clay

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reducad Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2\ ocation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

[;] Histosol (A1}

[ Histic Epipedon (A2}

[ Black Histic (A3)

U] Hydrogen Suffide (Ad)

[ ] stratified Layers (A5)

(] 2 cm Muck (A10)

] Depleted Below Dark Surface (AL1)
(] Thick park Surface {A12)

] Sandy Muck Mineral {51}

(] 5¢m Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

[] sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)
[l Sandy Redox (55)

El Stripped Matrix (56}

D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
El Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2}
D Depfeted Matrix (F3)

[7] Redox Dark Surface (F6)
L] Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
D Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Seils 3:
(] Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

(] park Surface (57}

[7] tron Manganese Masses (F12)

U Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

[ Other {Explain in Remarks)

3 thdicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic,

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:  _None

Cepth (inches): NA

Yes ®  Np O

Hydric Soif Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soll is met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {minimum of one is required; chack all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required

[ ] Surface Water (At}

[ High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3}

(] water Marks (B1)

L] sediment Deposits (B2)

(] orift Deposits (B2)

D Algat Mat or Crust (B4}

D Iron Deposits {B5)

D Inundation Visibie on Aerial Imagery (B7)
] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BS)

m Water-Stained Leaves (B9}
H Aquatic Fauna (B13)

[ ] True Aquatic Plants (B14)
] Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1)

[ ] Presence of Reduced Tron {C4)

[] Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
D Thin Muck Surface (C7)

D Gauge or Well Data (09)

U Other (Explain in Remarks)

["] surface Soil Cracks {B6)

D Drainage Patterns (B10)

[] bry Season Water Table (C2)

D Crayfish Burrows (C8)

|:§ Saturation Visible on Aerfal Imagery (C9)
D Stunted or Stressed Plants {(P1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O No@®

Water Table Present? Yes @ o O
1 >

Saturation Present: Yeg @ No O

(includes capillary fringe}

Depth (inches} e

Depth {inches): 4

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes @ No O

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysls, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

~ 3' lower in elevation than SP-2.

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is met, Sample point

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

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Sampling Date:  11-May-16
Applicant/Owner: Carliste Interconnect / JP Cullen State:  WI Sampling Point; 5p-4
Investigator(s):  Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: § m}f mmmmmmmm T BN R 21E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Backslope Local relief (concave, convex, nona): convex

Slepe: 3,09 . ..17.° lat Long.: DatUm: s
Soll Map Unit Name:  Ashkum silty clav loam (AsA) NWI classification: T3

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for s time of year?  1€S ® N O {If no, explain in Remarks.)

Arevegetation T ,sail [, orbydrology L significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Clrcumstances” present? Yes @ o O

Are Vegetation D , Sail H , or Hydrclogy M naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks., )

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presant? Yes (O No(®
o Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yeg (@ No O within a Wetland? Yeg O No (w
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Q No ®
Remarks:

Based on the absence of two of threa parameters, this point is located in an upland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
Absolute Rel.Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 30'r o
Treq Stratum,.{ ) Yo COVSY......Sover..... SIS |\ e of Dominant Species
1. Quercus alba 30 66.7% FACU | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2. Ostrya virginiana 1o E 22.2%  FACU |
B R T T ——m Total Number of Deminant
3. Fraxinus pennsylvanica . %j_lugwlofﬂw FBEW | Species Acrass All Strata: y (8)
4, o 1 oow%
5. 1 Percent of dominant Species
i " That Are QBL, FACW, or FAC: . 143% (A/B)
. = Total Cover
_Sapling/Shrub Stratyrn (Plot size: 15'r ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Prunus virgingg ] 25 M oazi%  Facy Total % Cover of; Multipiy by;
2. Rhamnus cathartica 5. M 259w pac | OBLspecies g xl= o
3, Ostrya virginiana L5 | 259%  FACU FACW species B X2= 16

4, Lonlcera merrowii

FAC species
5. .- | FACU species
Herh Statum_ (Piotsize: 5'r ) .38 = Total Cover UPL species
1, Prunus virginlana : L1 W 328%  Facu | ColumnTolals: 149
ZI araxacum officinale A0 %120’:“ JTACY Prevalence Index = B/A =
3. Carexblanda , 3 [ esw  Fac

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Carex pensylvanica

55 i " [_] 1 -~ Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
. Drymocallis arguta

{1 2- pominance Testis > 50%

- EACW

f. Phalaris arundinacea 3 .
7 abes cqnosbat ; Fac £] 3- Prevalence Indexis 53.0 1
g hnecrmor: . 3 . FACL;“ {] a- morphological Adaptations ! (Provide supporting

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

L] problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain)

10,
46 ) = Totai Cover " | !1ndicators of hydric scil and wetland hydrology must
Waoody Viee Straty._ (Plot size: 30°r ) e be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
| 0 Dpowe
2, SR Y B Aty

Vegetation
0 = Total Cover Present? Yes O No @

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheat.}
The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is not met.

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS,
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Versicn 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features ...
(inches). ....Color{meist).. . %. __ Coler(meist).. .% . Twoe'  _Loc? _____ Texiure Remarks
0-5 10YR 3/t 100 Sandy Loam
5-24 10YR 472 70 10YR 41 20 D M Sandy Clay
10YR 5/6 10

1 Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains,

2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators:

[ Histosal (A1)

[ uistic Epipedon (A2)

[] slack Histic (A3)

] Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

[ stratified Layers (45}

[ 2 am Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (Al1)
[ ] Thick Dark Surface (A12)

D Sandy Muck Mineral {51)

D 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (53)

[] sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)
L] Sandy Redox {$5)

D Stripped Matrix (S6)

D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
D Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2}
[_] Redax Dark Surface (F&)
(] Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
[ Redox Depressions (F8}

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 3;

L] Coast Prairie Redox {Al6)

[] Dark Surface {S7)

D Tron Manganese Masses (F12)

D Very Shaliow Dark Surface (TF12)
[] Other (Explain in Remarks)

3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or prohlematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: _None

Depth {inches): _NA.._.

Yes @ N O

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators {minimum of two required

Ll Surface Water (A1)

(7] High water Table (A2)

[] saturation (A3)

[ water Marks {B1)

[] Sediment Depostis (B2)

[ ] orit Deposits (83)

L] Algal Mat or Crust (B4}

] ron Deposits (B5)

ij Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8}

D Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

D Aquatic Fauna {B13)

D True Aquatic Plants (B14}

J Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1)

L] oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
[ ] Presence of Reduced Iron {C4)

[ ] Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
[] Thin Muck Surface (C7}

] Gauge or Well Data {D3)

D Cther (Explain in Remarks)

Surface So# Cracks {B6)
Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (CB)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1}
Geomorphic Position {D2)
FAC-Meutral Test (D5)

OO0

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Field Observations:

| (includes capillary fringe)

Surface Water Present? Yes O No @
Water Table Present? Yes 0 No @
Saturation Present? ves O No @

Depth (inches): .

Depth (inches): ..

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes O No®

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, pricr delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrclogic conditions were within a normai range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is not met.

US Army Corps of £ngineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect City/County: LFraninn [ Milwaukee Sampling Date: _ 11-May-16
Applicant/Owner; _Carlisle Interconnect / JP Cullen State:  WI Sampling Point: SP-5
Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Sectlon, Township, Range: S 26 T 5N R 21E

Landform {hilislope, terrace, etc.): Toeslope tocal relief (conc;ve, CONVEX, NONe): goncave

Slpet  00% . .00 ° tat: Long.: Daturm;

Soil Map Unit Name:  Ashkum silty clay loam (AsA) NWI classification: T3K

Are dimatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  YES @ no O (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation 1 , Soil ] , or Hydrology L] significantly disturbed? Are "Norma} Circumstances® present? Yes ® No @)

Are Vegetation D . Soil E] , or Hydrology LI naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Yegetation Present? Yes @ po O
o Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes ® O within a Wetland? ves ® No O
Watland Hydrolegy Present? Yes ® No O
Remarks:

Based on the presence of ali three parameters, this peint is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species?
Absolute Rel.Strat, Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plotsize: 30'r % C Stat
_Tree Stratum..{ 3O ) o Cover . Cover AMS . Number of Dominant Species
1. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 25 M0 556% FACW | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: B )
2. Quercus alba 10 W 222% Facu
T e " Tatal Number of Dominant
3. Carpinus caroliniana L5 Uluaw pac Species Across All Strata; L (-]

() 111  Facy

4. Carya ovata

5. ] Percent of dominant Species
) — Toml Cover | That Are CBL, FACW, or FAC: e 33:3%...... (AR

Sapling/Shub. Strafum (Piot sizex 15'r ] Prevalence Index worksheet:

1. Rhamnus cathartica . .80 vl 723%  Fac Total % Cover of; Multily by;

2. Ostrya virginiana 15 [ 1s1%  racy | OBLspeces 0 x1=

3. Crataegus crus-galli 5 D__w 6.0% FAC FACW species 50 X2 =

4. Carya ovata FAC species X3=

5. o | Facu species xd4=

Herh Straturn, (Plot slze; 5'r ] .83 =Total Cover UPL species x5= g

1, Sarex bromoldes L2 3% Facw | ColumnTotals: 185 = (A 547 ()

2. Ribes cynosbatl e ..,.M17:.§Lf'f9,h.n TG Prevalence Index = BfA = 2,957

3. Rhamnus cathartica

VI 175%  FAC

Ll

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

[Ja- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is > 50%

2 - Prevalence Index is <3.01

[ ] 4- Morpholegical Adaptations 1 {Provide supperting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheat)

6. Geum canadense

7. Lonicera morrowii

8. Prunusvirginiana

9, —

T — = ] problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain)
’ 57 T Total Cover I Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Straty . (Plot size: 30‘ oo s be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

1. _ . , o0 Lo

2 o [ oowm Hydrophytic

k e TR Tt Vegetation @ O
0 = Tetal Cover Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met. Mixed hardwood swamp / Shrub casr plant community,

*Indicator suffix = Nationai status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Versicn 2.0




SOIL

Sampling Point: _SP-5

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features. ..o
{inches) .. Color(moaist).. %. ...Golor{moist) . % . Twne! Log2 Texture Remarks
0-10 10YR 2/1 75 _10YR 58 15 [ M Sandy Clay Loam
10YR 5/2 10 D M
10-24 10YR 541 60 W0vR 5/8 20 C M Sandy Clay
10YR 21 10 10YR 442 10 D M

1 Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2i gcation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

[ Histosol (AL

[ Histic Epipedon (A2)

[ Black Histic (A3)

[ Hydrogen Sulfice (A4)

L] stratified Layers (A5)

(] 2 em Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (Al11)
{71 Thick Dark Surface (A12)

L] sandy Muck Mineral (1)

] 5em Mucky Peat or Peat (53)

] Sandy Gleyed Matrix {54}
| Sandy Redox (55)

[ stripped Matrix (56)

L] Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
D toamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
(] pepleted Matrix (F3)

Wi Redox Derk Surface (F6)

[ ] Depleted Dark Surface {F7)
E Redox Depresslons (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
[ coast Prairie Redox (A16)

] park Surface (87)

D Iron Manganese Masses (F12)

] Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

[ Other (Explain in Remarks)

3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or preblematic,

Restrictive Layer (if observed}:

Type: _Npne

Depth {Inches): NA

Yes ® No O

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

_Primary Indicators (minimum of one is requited; check all that apphy)

_Secondary Indicators (minimum of two requlred

D Surface Water {Al)

High Water Table {A2)

Saturation {A3)

Water Marks (B1)

(] sediment Deposits (B2)

L] orift Deposits (B3)

D Algal Mat or Crust {(B4)

(] thundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
[ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88)

@ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

E’ Aquatic Fauna {B13)}

D True Aquatic Plants (B14)

(] Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

B Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
U Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Scils {C6)
[ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

[ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

LI Other {Explain in Remarks}

Surface Solf Cracks {B6)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

RIROR OO0

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? ves O nNo®
Water Table Present? Yes @ No D
Saturation Present? Yes @ No O

(includes capiilary fringe)

Depth {inchesy: ..
Depth ({inchesy: .0
Depth (inchesy: O

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes ® NoO

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, pricr delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is met, Sample point
~ 2' lower In alevation than SP-4. Saturation / possible innundation visible on 2014 leaf-off aerial imagery.

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

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Frankiin / Milwaukee Sampling Date: __ 13-May-16
Applicant/fOwner: Carlisle Interconnect / JP Cullen Stater WL ___ Sampling Point: SP-6
Investigator(s): Roen Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: § 26 T 5N R 21E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Shoulder slope Local seffef (concave, convex, none): ¢onvex

Slope: o ° lat: Long.: Datum;

Soil Map Unit Name:  Blount silt loam (BIA) MNWI classification: None

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? YES ® N C (If o, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegeatation ] , Soil L] , or Hydrology L] significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ® Mo O

Are Vegetation [T sail [ , or Hydrology L] naturally problematic? (1f needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Yes O No @

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes O No ®

o Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes O No® within a Wetland?
Wetland Hydrology Present? ves O nNo @

Remarks:
Based on the absence all three parameters, this point is located in an upland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species?
Absolute Ral.Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 30'r S C Stat
_Tree Stoatum. { M ) 2 COMSL..... Caver AN | Number of Bominant Specles
1. Quercus rubra L1 MJ__Q@Z‘N’{Q_M JFACU | That are OBL, FACW, or FAC: o A
2. Carya cvate 5 W 333%  FACU Number of
B e Total Number of Cominant
3. o DMO'O% Species Across All Strata: e (B)
4,
5 Percent of dominant Species
- = | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC;  ....50.0% . (A/B)
= Total Cover
_Saplina/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 18'r Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Cornus racemosa 80.0%  FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. Rhamnus cathartica ﬂ_MZMQM.'Qf.'j:M _FAC OBL species 0 x1= g
3. DM 00% FACW species 0 x2= g
4, [] FAC species a5 X3 =
5. FACU species x4 =
N \ = Total Cover i =
_Herb Stratym_(Plot size: 5'v ) UPL spectes x5=
1, Bromus inermis _ .50 W eoow Facy | ColumnTotals: 165 (N 575 (B)
2, Poa pratensis 20 A Prevaience Index = BfA = 3485

4. Fragaria virginiana

5,

6.
‘7'. .
8
9

Weody Ying Steaty, .. {Plotsize: 30°7c ) T Cover
0 =Totat Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

[]1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Yegetation
[ 2 - Dominance Test is > 50%

[] 3 - prevalence Index is <3.0 1

L] a- Morphological Adaptations * (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet}

U Preoblematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Exptain}

1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed er problematic.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes 0 No®

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is not met.

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional declsion assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: SP.B

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

Depth Matrix, Redox Features. ...
(inches) . Celor(moist).. % .. Color{mpist).. % . Twee!  LoeZ Texture Remarks,

0-8 10YR 4/3 95 Sandy Clay Loam
10YR 2/1 5
8-14 10YR 573 65 10YR 5/6 20 C M Sandy Clay
i0YR 5/2 15 D

1Type: C=Cencentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains,

2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Endicators:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers {AS5)

2 ¢m Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surfaca (A12}

U] Sandy Muck Mineral (1)

[] 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

U Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
("] sandy Redox (55)

[ ] stripped Matrix (56)

I:I Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
[ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
[] oepleted Matrix (£3)

[ ] Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Ll Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

[] Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

[] Dark Surface {57)

D Iron Manganese Masses {F12)
[l Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
L] Other (Explain in Remarks)

3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or profiematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: _Npha

Depth (Inches): NA

Yes O No(®

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is not met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is reguired; check alf that apply)

Secondary Indicators {(minimum of bwo required

Surface Water (Al)

High Water Table (AZ)

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)

OOoOoOooooos

l:‘ Water-Stained Leaves (B9}

D Aquatic Fauna (B13)

L] True Aquatic Plants (B14)

[ Hydragen Sulfide Odor (C1)

L1 oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
E] Prasence of Reduced Iron (C4)

[] Recant Iron Reduction in Filled Solls (C6)
(] Thin Muck Surface (C7)

(] Gauge or well Bata (%)

D Cther (Explain in Remarks)

[] swrface Soil Cracks {B6)

D Drafnage Patterns (B10)

L] Dry Season Water Table (C2)

] Crayfish Burrows (CB)

[] saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
[ ] Stunted or Stressed Plants D1y

L] Geomorphic Position (D2)

D FAC-Neutral Test (D5}

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? ves O No =

Water Table Present? Yes ® o O
?

Saturation Present? Yes ® o O

{includes capillary Fringe)

Depth (inches): e

Depth (inches): 22

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes O Mo ®

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, menitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspecticons), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrolegy is not met.

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

Project/Site:  Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee

Sampilng Date: _ 13-May-16
Applicant/CGwner: Carlisle Interconnect / IP Cullen State: W1 Sampling Peint: SP-7
Investigator{s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: S 26 T 5N R 21E
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.}: Backslope tocal relief (concave, convex, nene): concave
Slope: _1.7.° lat Leng.: Datum:
Seil Map tinit Name: _Blount: sitt loam (BIA) NWI classification: None
Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  1€S @ o O (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation D , Sail D , or Hydrology D significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes @ No O
Are Vegetation [] , Soll [] , or Hydrology [] naturaily 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 o
e Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes ® o O within a Wetfand? ves ® No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes @ No D
Remarks:

Based on the presence of all three parameters, this point is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
_ ‘ Absolute ::f;:::_ tndicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plotsize: 30°r ] % Cover Cover Status { . . @ fbDominant Species
1. Carya ovata 25 W1 417%  FACU 1 Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: 5 W
2. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 25 4L7%  FACW
3. Quercus rubre 15“ R "FA U Total Humber of Dominant

S A A T2 Species Across All Strata: o (8)

4. )
5. Percent of dominant Species
s ol Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ....7L4% . (A/B)

Saplina/Shiub Stratum{Plot size: 15'r ) Prevalence Index worksheet:

1. Rhamnus cathartica 4o 61.5% FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

2. ostrya virginiana .20, M zsw Facy | OBLspeces g xl= 0.

3. Fraxinus pennsylvanica 5 [] 77% Facw ‘ FACW species 855~ x2= 110

4. FAC species B0 - x3= 180

5. | FACU species X4 =
_Hetb Stratur: (Plotsize: 8'r 3 .85 = Total Cover UPL species . x5=

1. Garex bromoides .2 M omen racw | CoumnTotalst  js1  (A) - ®
ZmE{“ibescyqaspatt s o 10 Mw}:lg?f'i EAC Prevalence Index = B/A =

3., Rhamnus cathartica 10 FAC - - -

4P “““““ p—— “‘“ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

. Prunys virginiana
5 m ltil " N []1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Yegetation
. Rosa multiflora
. e 2 - Dominance Tast is > 50%

6. Trilum recurvatum - 3 1

7 o [] 3- prevalence Index is <3.0

gA - a0 L] 4- Morphological Adaptations ! (Provide supporting

data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

9. -
10, [] problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain)
o o = Total Cover ! tndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
_Woody Vine Straty, . (Flot size: 30' e ] be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
) 0 [ oo% Hydrophytic
@ =Total Cover Prasent? Yes No

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

The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met. Mixed hardwood swamp / Shrub carr plant community.

*[ndicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned hecause Regional status not defined by FWS.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0




SOIL

Sampling Point:  SPA7_

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features ..
finches) ...Color{moist).. .%. ._Colorfmoist) . %  Twee! |Locz . Texture Remarks
0-3 10YR 211 100 Sandy Clay Loam
3-6 10¥R 2/1 90 10YR 5/8 10 C M Sandy Clay Loam
6-12 10YR 3/1 85 10YR 5/8 15 C M Sandy Clay
12-20 10YR 442 60 10YR 41 25 D M Sandy Clay
10YR 5/8 15 C M

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains,

21 pcation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

D Histosal {Al)

[ wistic Epipedon (A2)

(] Black Histic (A3)

[ Hydrogen Salfide (44)

[] stratified Layers (AS)

[J 2 om Muck (A10)

(] pepleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
[ Thick Dark Susface (A12)

[ ] sandy Muck Minerai {51}

L] 5em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

[ sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)
U Sandy Redox (55}

[ stripped Matrix (58)

D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
D Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2)
(] pepleted Matrix (F3)

@ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
D Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
D Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils ?;
[ coast Praisie Redox (AL6)

[ Dark Surface {57

IT Iron Manganese Masses (F12)

D Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

L other {Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: _Npna

Depth (inches): NA.

Yes @ No O

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

D Surface Water (A1}

High Water Table (A2)

@ Saturation (A3}

[ ] water Marks {B1}

[ ] Sediment Deposits (B2)

|:| Drift Deposits (B3)

D Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

[_] Tron Deposits (B5)

[] Inundation visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

D Water-Stainad Leaves (B9)

D Aguatic Faura (B13)

D True Aquatic Plants {B14)

D Hydrogen Suffide Odor (C1)

[ ] oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Reots {C3)
D Presence of Reduced Iran (C4)

[ Recent Iran Reduction i Tilled Soils (C6)
Ij Thin Muck Surface (C7)

] Gauge or Well Data (D9)

L] other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required

Surface Scil Cracks {B&)

Drainage Patterns {B10)

Dry Season Water Table (C2)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

FAC-Meutral Test {D5)

ORIOROOHO0

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? ves O No @

Water Table Present? Yes @  No (D
i ?

Saturation Prasent? Yos @ No O

(includes capillary fringe)

Depth (inchesy:
Depth (inchesy: _ .5
Depth {inchesy: 0

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes ® No O

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previcus inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior defineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydroiogic conditions were within a normal range. The ¢riterion for wetland hydrology is met. Sample point
~ 2" lower in elevation than SP-6. Saturation / possible innundation visibie on 2014 leaf-off aerial imagery.

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

Project/Site; _Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Samgling Date: ___ 13-May-16
Applicant/Cwner: Carlisle Interconnect / JP Culien Stater WL Sampling Point: SP-8
Investigator{s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: 5 26 T 5N R 21E

Landform (hillsicpe, terrace, etc.): Backslope Local relief (concave, convex, none):  Convex

Slope: 3.0% w_;_:zw“ Lat.: Long.: Datum:

Scil Map Unit Name: _Morley silt loam_(MzdB)

Are climaticshydrologlc conditions on the site typlcal for this time of year?  Y€S ® N © {If nc, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation {1 , Sail L] , or Hydrology ] significantly disturbed?

NWI classiflcation: None

Yes ® No O

Are "Normal Circumstances" present?

Are Vegetation D + Soil |:| , of Hydrology D 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 O No®

e Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes O No ® within a Wetland? Yas O No @
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes O Mo O]

Remarks:
Based on the absence of al! three parameters, this point is located In an upland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? .
20 Absolute Rel.Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plotsize: 30'r % Cover Status
Tree Stratum.. { e oy o Cover Cover...... RIS |\ et of Dominant Specias
1. Caryz oveta bl 100.0%  FACU . | That are OBt FACW, or EAC: —t W
2. [ o0.0%
[o— — TOl‘.a] Numbar of Dominant
3. DUWOS”'“W e — | Species Across All Strata: - {B)
4. ] oo%
5. O Percent of dominant Species
. - e That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ....22:0% . (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sanlina/Shrub Stratym (Plot size; 157 ] Prevalence Index workshest:
1. Ostrya virginiana Wl s0o%  racu Total % Cover of: Multiply. by;
2. Rhamnus cathartica [J 1s0% fac | OBLspedes o = xl= o _
3. Cornus racemosa DWIO.O% FAC FACW species o =~ x2= 0
4, Zanthoxylum americanum FAC species 35 X3=
5. prunus virginiana - FACU spacies X4 =
et Stratum (Plotsize: St ] = Tatal Cover UPL species . X5=
1. Rhamnus cathartica M 32.3%  FAC Column Totals: 146 {A) ..549 . (B)
2. Prunus virgniana V| 323%  Facy Prevalence Index = B/A = L3760

3, Trillum recurvatum
4. Taraxacum officinale

5. Zanthoxylum americanum

6,
7.

S'mm,

9.

10.

_Weody ing Straty, ., (Plotsizes 30°r )
1,
2.

(] t6.1%  Facy

U

0.0%

(N Y N A

= Total Cover

L oow

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

[] 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
[] 2- pominance Test is > 50%

[] 3 - Prevalence Index is £3.0

D 4 - Morphological Adaptations ! {Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

[} Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation 1 (Explain)

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

Hydrophytic

Vegatation
Present? Yes O No®

The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is not met.

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

*Indicator suffix = Natlonal status or professional decision assigned bacause Regional status not defined by FWS.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-§

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{meist).. % . Tyee! .Log® Texture, Remarks
0-5 10YR 2/2 100 Silty Clay Loam
5-8 10YR 5/2 90 10YR 5/6 10 C M Silty Clay
8-24 10YR 5/3 80 10YR 5/6 20 C M Silty Clay

1Typa: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

ZLocation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soit Indicators:

L] Histosol (A1)

l_l Histic Epipedon (A2)

L] Black Histic (43)

(] Hydrogen Suifide (A4}

[] stratified Lavyers (AS)

(] 2 em Muck {a10)

!_] Depleted Below Dark Surface {A11)
1 Thick Dark Surface (A12)

] sandy Muck Mineral {S1)

L ] 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

[ sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
L] Sandy Redox (S5)

(] Stripped Matrix (S6)

D Loamy Mucky Mineral {F1)
] Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
D Deplated Matrix (F3)

D Redox Dark Surface (F6)
D Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
D Redox Depressions {F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 3:

D Coast Praitie Redox (A16)

[ Dark Surface (57

D Iron Manganese Masses {F12)
[ very Shaliow Dark Surface {TF2)
(1 other (Explain in Remarks}

3 Indicaters of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None

Depth {Inches): N4

Yes ) No®

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is not met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

_Primary Indicators {minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators {(minimum of two required

[ surface water (A1)

[] High Water Tabie (A2)

D Saturation (A3}

D Water Marks (B1)

[ sediment Deposits (B2)

(] brift Deposits (83)

O Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

[ 1ron Deposits {B5)

[ Inundation Visibie on Aerial Imagery {B7)
] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

[ ] water-Stained Leaves (89)

Ol Aguatic Fauna (B13)

D True Aquatic Plants (B14)

[l Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

B Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
1 Presence of Reduced Iron ()]

D Recent Iron Reducton iy Tliled Soils (C6)
[ hin Muck Surface (C7)

[ Gauge or Well Data (D9}

L] other {Explain in Remarks}

Surface Soil Cracks {B5)
Drainage Patterns (310)

Dry Seascn Water Table (C2}
Crayfish Burrows {C8)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (51)
Geomarphic Pesition (D2)
FAC-Neutral Test (D)

Oooooooe

Field Observations:

| (includes capiliary fringe)

Surface Water Present? ves O No @

Water Table Present? ves O No@®
i 7

Saturation Present? Yos O No @

Depth (inchesy: ...
Depth (inchesy ___ oo
Depth (inchesy:

Wetiand Hydrology Present?

Yes O No®

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring weli, aerial photos, previous inspecticns}, if available:
WETS analysis, WWE map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks.

Based on a WETS anzlysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range, The criterion for wetland hydrology is not met.

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

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect City/County:

Frankiin / Milwaukee

Sampling Date:  13-May-16

Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Interconnect f JP Cullen State: WI  Sampling Point: SP-9
Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: S ,M.ZMG_M._,W._ T 5N R 2iE

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

Slope:  3.0% . ..17° tau Long.: Datum:

Soff Map Unit Name: _Blount silt loam {BIA) ) NWI classification: _None

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the slte typical for this time of year? V€S ® No O (If no, explain in Remarks.} .

Are Vegetation ] + Soil D ; or Hydrclogy ] significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes @ No O
Are Vegetation D . Soll E] ; or Hydrelogy l_] naturally problematic? (If needed, expfain any answers in Remaris.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes ®  No O

. i Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Seil Prasent? Yes ®  no O within a Wetland?
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes ® N O

Yes @ No O

Remarks:
Based on the presence of all three parameters, this point is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
20 Absolute Ref.Strat. Indicator | Doeminance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 30'r ) Stat

Tree Stratum_{ BT ) % Cover __ Cover tatus |\ iber of Dominant Species

1. Quercus rubra a0 wﬂé@;ffwiaw CFACU | That are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ) e (A)

2. Quercus bicolor 20 333%  FACW Total Nurber of D

““““““““ [T otal Number of Dominant

3. 3 DA...'...QA'Q?{“W e | SpCIES Aross All Strata: 8 (8)
4. Lo Lo

5. o ] o.0% Percent of dominant Species

e That Are OBL, FACW, or FAS:  ...72:0%.... (4/B)
= Total Cover

_Saoling/Shrub Stratum (Plot sizes 18'r ) Prevalence Index worksheet:

1. carpinus caroliniana 38 , L36.2%  FAC Total % Cover of: Multinly. by;

2. Rhamnus cathartica 30 Wl oas2% rFac | OBLspecies xl= g

3. Cstrya virginiana 5 u 7.7%  FACU FACW species x2=

4. i FAC species X3 =

5, FACU species x4 =

_Herb.Stratum {Plot size: 5'r 1} UPL species X5 =

1. Ribes cynosbati W20 W 3% eac | ColumnTotals: 18 (A)

2. Carpinus carofiniana A0 .16:4%  FAC Prevalence Index = B/A =

3. Prunus virginiana 164%  FACU

4, Rhamnus catha

5. Cornus racemosa

6. Carex blanda

7. Trillium recurvatum

8.

9.
10.

8% PAC

Woody Vine Strasy.... (Plotsize: 30y )
1. — L0

0 = Total Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

1 Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
vl 2 - Dominance Testis > 50%

[.] 3- prevalence Index is 3.0 1

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

I Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain)

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

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes ® No O

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

meet the Dominance Test.

The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met. Mixed hardwood swamp / Shrub carr plant community. Rhamnus cathartica and Ostrya virginiana
exhibiting adaptations to saturated conditions in the form of adventitous roots and shallow root system. Recalculating as FAC species not needed to

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS,

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: _§P<9

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

Depth Matrix RedOxX FRALUIES........oomnmmmsmmmn
inches) _._ Colorfmeist),.. .%. .._Colorfmoist).. % . Twne!  Locz Toxture Remarks
0-6 10YR 21 100 Silty Clay Loam
524 10YR 52 60 10YR 5/6 20 C M Silty Clay
10YR 5/3 20
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2 peation:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
[H_yg'dric Soil Indicators: - Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 3 :
_i Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) 0O
. ) Coast Prairie Redox {A16
D Histic Epipedon (A2) U Sandy Redox (S5) (AL6)

o L] park surface (57
() Black Histic (A3) [ stripped Matrix (56) 7

] Hydrogen Sulfide {A4) D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) D Iron Manganese Masses (F12)
[ stratified Layers (A5) [T Learmy Gleyed Matrix (F2) [] very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
(] 2 cm Muck (A10) Bepleted Matrix (F3) [ Other {Explain in Remarks)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (Al1)
[ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

(] sandy Muck Mineral (1)

[ ] Redox Dark Surface (F6)

L] Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3 Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

m Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
[15em Mucky Peat or Peat (53} uniass disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: _Nohe
Depth {inches): NA Hydric Soil Present?  Yes (@  Np O
Remarks:
The criterion for hydric seil is met.
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is reguired; check all that apply) . _Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required |
D Surface Water (A1) LI Water-Stained Leaves (B9) EI Surface Seil Cracks (B6)
vl High Water Table (A2) [l Aguatic Fauna (B13) ] Drainage Patterns (B10}
V! Saturation (A3) L] True Aquatic Plants (B14) (] ory Season Water Table (C2)
L} water Marks (B1) [ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) [] crayfish Burrows (C8)
[ sediment Deposits (87) [ oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots {C3) [7] Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
(] orit Depaosits (B3) ] Presence of Reduced Tren (C4) [ ] stunted or Stressed Plants {D1)
l_l Algal Mat or Crust (B4) m Recant Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils {C6) Geomorphic Position {D2)
l__l Iron Deposits (B5) m Thin Muck Surface {C7) [_| FAC-Neutral Test (D5}
|—| Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87) m Gauge or Well Data (D9)
ﬂ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ,T Other {Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? vs O nNo® Depth (inchesy:
Water Table Present? Yes ® o O Depth (inchesy: 10
Saturation Present? Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes ® No O
. : . Yes @ No O Depth (inches):
{includes capillary fringe}

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, pricr delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range, The criterion for wetland hydrology is met. Sample point
~ 2' lower in elevation than SP-8. Saturation / possible innundation visible on 2014 teaf-off aerial imagery.

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site:  Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee _ Sampling Date: _
Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Interconnect / IP Cullen State: WL .. Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: S W%_GWWM T 5N _ R Z1F

Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): Shoulder slope Local relief (concav‘éf convex, Noney  Convex

Soper  5O% 249 ° lat: Leng.: Daturn:

Scil Map Unit Name:  Blount silt ioam (BIA) NWI classificatien:  None

Are climatic/hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  YES ® no O (If no, explain in Remarks.}

Arevegetation ] sl [ orHydrology (] significanty disturbed? Are "Nermal Circumnstances” present? Yes @  No O
Are Vegetation U , Soil D , or Hydrology G 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®
R Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? ves O No® within a Wetland? Yes O No ®
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes O No ®
Remarks:

Based on the absence of all three parameters, this point is located in an upland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
Absolute Ral.Strat., Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size: 30'r % C S

nﬂﬁﬁ--ﬁ-'%@tflm—( L. | o COVEL ... CavRE fatys... Number of Dorninant Species

1. Quercys alba . A0 V] 53.3%  FACU | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: S PR ¥
2. Quercus rubra 20 Wl s Facy ﬁ

T e e | Total Number of Dominant

3. Acer rubrum D,_lgﬁ%’ TAC | Species Across All Strata: - (®)
4, Acer saccharinum (1 67%  FACW

5. [] Percent of dominant Species
— Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ....00%. . (A/B)

_Sapling/Shrub. Stratum (Plot size: 15°¢ ) Prevalence Index weorksheet:

1. Zanthoxylum americanum 25 Wi 446% FacU Total % Cover of: Multiply by;

2. Lonicera morrowi 10 W s7ge Facy | OBLspeces g . x1= _ 0
3. Carpinus caroliniana 8 D,_.}"*-%"ﬂ‘im FAC .. FACW species 5 = x2=

4. prunys virginiana FAC species x3=

5. cornus racemosa - = S FACU spedes 1 . x4=
Harh Stratym,(Plot size: 5'r ) -.58.. = Total Cover UPLspecies 50 X5=

1, Carex pensyvanica 50 Mgt e | ColumnTotals: 209 =~ (A)

2, Cornus racemosa = D_W....l.%‘.:,%‘?{ew B, . Prevalence Index = B/A =

3, Ostrya virginiana

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
|:J 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
D 2 - Dominance Test is > 50%

4.__'__3jlbes cynosbat]

5. Drymocallis arguta

6.
7"" [] 3 - prevalence Indexis 3.0 !
8 [ 4- Morphalogical Adaptations * (Provide supporting
9' - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
10' [ ] Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation ' (Explain)
’ 78 ' - :ll'-'c;tal Cover ! Indicators of hydric soil and wettand hydrology must
Woody Vine Straty__(Plot size: 30'r Yoo e be present, uniess disturbed or problematic.
5 Hydrophytic
2' ,D Dm..g:.o L’ou [E— Vegetation O @
0 =Total Cover Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
The critetion for hydrophytic vegetation is not met.

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS.
LIS Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0




SOIL Sampling Point: _SP-10
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.}
Depth Matrix Redox Features ...
(inches). ._..Color{meisty.. %. .._Color{meisth.. %, . Twee'  Locz . Texture . .. Remarks
0-5 10YR 3/2 100 Silty Clay Loam
5-16 10YR B/4 98 i0YR 5/8 2 C i Silty Clay
16-24 10YR 6/4 90 10YR 5/8 10 C M Silty Clay

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

2pcation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators:

D Histoso! {Al)

[ Histic Eplpedon (A2}

L] Black Histic (A3)

[ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

[ stratified Layers (AS)

D 2 cm Muck (A10}

[j Depleted Below Dark Surface (Al1)
(] Thick Dark Surface {A12)

] Sandy Muck Mineral (51}
{15em Mucky Peat or Peat (53)

] Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54}
[] sandy Redox (55)

[ ] Stripped Matrix {S63

L] Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
[l Lecamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
D Depletad Matrix (F3}

[ ] Redax park Surface (F6)
[] Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
U1 redox Depressions {F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:
D Ceast Prairie Redox (A6}

H Dark Surface (S7)

D Iron Manganese Masses (F12)

[ ] very Shallow Bark Surfaca (TF12)

!J Other (Explain in Remarks)

3 Indicaters of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydroicgy must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic,

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type! _Npne

Depth {inches): MA

Yes O No'®

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:

The criterion for hydric soil is not met.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Secondary Indicaters {minimum_of two required

[ ] surface Water (AL}

[] High Water Table (A2)

[ ] water Marks (B1)

[] Sediment Deposits (B2)
[ ] orife Deposits (B3)

D Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
[ 1ron Deposits (BS)

[} Inundatian Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7)
] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

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

[] water-Stained Leaves (B9)

L] Aquatic Fauna {B13)

D True Aquatic Plants (B14)

(] Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

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

D Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Solls {C6)
(] Thin Muck Surface {C7)

("] Gauge or Well Data {D9)

L] other (Explain in Remarks)

m Surface Seil Cracks (BG)

[] Drainage Patterns (B10)

H Dry Season Water Table (C2)

[] Crayfish Burrows {C8)

[_] saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery {C9}
[ ] stunted or Stressed Plants oy
Geomaorghic Pesition (D2)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes O
Water Table Present? Yas (¥
Saturation Present? Yes @

includes capillary fringe)

No (® Depth {inches): ..
No O Depth (inches): 20
No O Depth (inches): 16

wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes ) No®

Describe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range, The criterion for wetland hydrology is not met.

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

Project/Site: _Carlisle Interconnect _ City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Sampling Date:  13-May-16
Applicant/Owner: Carlisle Interconnect f JP CUlen e State: WL Sampling Point: SP-11
Investigator(s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: S WZEwWW T 5N R 21E

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

Slope: Q0% 0.0 ° lat: Long.: Datum: .
Seil Map Unit Name: Blount silt loam {BIA) NWI classification: T3K

Are dlimatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? V€S CRI® (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation L] , Soil O] , or Hydrology 1 significastly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes ® No O

Are Vegetation ,soit [ ; 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? ves ®@ o O
. i Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soif Present? Yes ® o O within a Wetland? Yes ® No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes @ No 2
Remarks:

Based on the presence of all three parameters, this point is located within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
30 Absolute Re).Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size; 30'r % C
Tree Stratum..{ 30r ) oCover . Cover.. Sttus |\ it Species
1. Carya ovata _ 40 W0 s70%  PAC | Thatere OBL FACW, or FAC: 5 s
2. Tilia ameticana 30 [\Z}_Wﬂ;ﬁ?{gu FAC
5 T Y O e Total Nurnber of Dominant
. S - X — | Specles Across Al Stratas - (B}
4.
5 Percent of dominant Species
- e | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ...100.0% . (&/B)
.70 = Total Cover
Saplina/Shiub. Stratur (Plot size: 15'r Prevalence Index worksheet:
1._ Carpinus caraliniana a0 mSOO“.{om FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2, Ostrya virginiana i, W 200% FAC | OBlspeces g . x1= 0 .
3. L1 00% FACW species 10 . x2= _ 20
4. FAC species x3= 474
5. " - . FACU species x4 =
_Herb Stratum, (Plot size: M_ASN'MI'"MWMMMMW) .50 = Total Cover UPL species Lo X5=
1 Carpinus caraliniana 30 o s56% Fac | ColumnTotals: 173 () 514 (B)
2, Carex bromoides 1o U 189%  Facw Prevalence Index = B/A = 2971

3. Cornus racemosa 5 [ o4 Fac
4.,:[,rillium recurvatum

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

5. Rihes cynoshati [] 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6 l\’] 2 - bominance Test is > 50%
7 [¥] 3 - prevalence Index is 3.0
8 . i¥| 4 - Morpholagical Adaptations * (Provide supporting
9' - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
1 0 [] Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation T (Explain)
= Total Cover ! Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
Woodv.Yine Straty.._ [Plot sizez 30°'r ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Lo 0 Do
2. 0o [ o00% Hydrophytic
PR P ealihosiete Vegetatlon @ O
0 = Total Cover Present? Yes No

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

Vegetation naturally problematic due to abundance of what would normally be FACU spedies in wetland. Greater than 50% of Carya ovata, Tilia
americana, and Ostrya virginiana plants within the plot were exhibiting morphological adaptations including buttressing, adventitous rocts, and shaliow
root systemns. These plant were recalculated as FAC speceis. The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met.

*ndicator suffic = National status or professional decision asslgned because Regiona! status not defined by FWS.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-11

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features ...
(inches) ....Color{moist} %  ___Colorimoisty = % Jwpel  loe L Textwre. ... Remarks
0-5 10YR 3/2 100 Silt Loam
5-13 10YR 31 90 10YR 5/6 10 C M Siity Clay
13-20 10YR 5/2 85 10YR 5/6 i5 C M Silty Clay
£ Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, C5=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. ZLgcation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

[ ] Histosol (AL}

[] Histic Epipedon (A2)

[ Black Histic {A3)

[ ] Hydrogen Suffide (A4)

[ stratified Layers {AS)

[ ] 2 em Muck (ALD)

7 Deptleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
] Thick Dark Surface (A12)

] sandy Muck Mineral (51)

[1 5 om Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 3:
E] Sandy Gieyed Matrix {54)

D Sandy Redox {S5)

[ stripped Matrix {S6
P ( ) [ ] 1ron Manganese Masses (F12)
D Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

i Loamy Gieyed Matrix (F2) D Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
] Depleted Matrix (F3) [ other (Explain in Remarks)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

(] Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3 Indicators of hydroghytic vegetation and
D Redox Depresstons (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

[} Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
[ Dark Surface (57)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: _Nane

Depth (inches): NA

Hydric Soil Present? Yes ® No O

Remarks:
The criterion for hydsic soil is met.,

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

Secondary Indicators {minimum of two required

D Surface Water {Al)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturatien {A3)

(] water Marks (B1)

[ sediment Deposits (B2)

[ orift Deposits (B3)

] Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

L1 1ren Depasits (B5)

1 1nundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
L] Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface {BB)

W water Stained 1 eaves (9) L] surface Soff Cracks (B6)

[} Aquatic Fauna (B13) [ prainage Pattems (510)

] True Aquatic Plants (B14) L] Dry Season Water Table (C2)

L] Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) ] Crayfish Burrows (C8)

[ oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots {C3) W saturation visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
m Presence of Reduced Iron {C4) [] Stunted or Stressed Plants (01)

[_J Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (6) Geomorphic Position {D2)

L] Thin Muck Surface (o)) [ ] FaC-Neutral Test (D5)

ﬂ Cther {(Explain in Remarks)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? ves O No® Depth (inchesy: .

Water Table Prasent? Yes @ No @) Depth (inches): 2 ® o
i ) Wetland Hydrology Prasent?  Yes No

Saturation Prasent? . )

{includes capillary fringe) Yes @ no O Degth (inchesy: .0 .

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring weil, aerial photos, previous inspections}, if avaitabie:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is met. Sample paint
~ 2' [ower in elevation than SP-10. Saturation / possible innundation visible on 2014 leaf-off aerial imagery.

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

Projact/Site: Carlisle Interconnect City/County:  Franklin / Milwaukee Sampling Date: _

Applicant/Owner: _Carlisie Interconnect / JP Cullen State: WI . Sampling Point: SP-12
Investigator{s): Ron Londré, Amanda Larsen Section, Township, Range: 5 26 T 5N R 21E

Landform (hilslope, terrace, etc.): Toeslope Local relief {concave, convex, none}: concave

Slope: _ 0,0% °  Lat.: Long.t DAt s
Soil Map Unit Name: Ashkum silty. clay loam_ (ASA) _ NWI dassification: T3/E2K

Are climatic/hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? V€S @ N O (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation ] , 5ol ] , or Hydrology (] significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes (@ No O

Are Vegetation @ , Soil D , or Hydrology D 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 O
o Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes @ No O within a Wetland?  yag ® No O
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes @ No OO
Remarks:

Based on the prasence of all three parameters, this point is focated within a wetland.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Dominant
Species? -
30 Absolute pel.Strat. Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Plot size; 30'r 9 Stat
rge Strazum_( o) . /o COVEr.. . Cover e Number of Dominant Species
1. Quercus rubra 25 __mggigj@m FACU | Thatare OBL, FACW, or FAC: .4 (A)
2. Quercus bicolor 20 294%  FACW
3 . "”"1“_.;‘“ premee ™ 1 Total Number of Dominant
- Acer saccharinum 2 Species Across All Strata: B (B
4, Acer rubrum
5. Tilla americana Percent of dominant Species
S That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  ....86.7% . (A/B)
= Total Cover
_Sapling/Shrub. Straturn {Plot size: 155 ) Prevalence Index worlsheet:
1. Carpinus caroliniana 5 E 50.0%  FAC Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. Ostryz virginiana 5 M sco% FAC I OBLspecies 3 xi= 3

3. o U

FACW species 50 X2 =

4, o U | FAC species X3=
5. oo Uooew | FACU species x4 =
Herb Stratum, {Plot size: 5'r ) LB = Total Cover UPL species x5=
1. Carex pensylvanics LS50 W siz%  upL | Column Totals: A)
2, Carex bromoldes A2 [] :85% Facw - Prevalence Index = B/A =

, Carex blanda
i - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

. us racem saH

[} 1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

5, Sagittaria latifolia
@ 2 - Dominance Test is > 50%

6. )
7 [] 2- prevalence Indexis <3.0*
8 4 - Morphological Adaptations ' (Provide supporting
9"”'* data in Remarks or on & separate sheet)
10' " D Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation * (Explain)
- 1 Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
_Woody Vine Stratu_ [Pfot size; 30'r ) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
2 Hydrophytic
e - P P — Vegetation
0 =Total Cover Present? Yes @ No U

Remarks: (Inciude phote numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

Vegetation naturally problematic due to abundance of what would normally be FACU species in wetland. Greater than 50% of Ostrya virginiana plants
within the plot were exhibiting morpholegical adaptations including adventitous roots and shaflow roct systems, These piant were recalculated as FAC
specais, The criterion for hydrophytic vegetation is met.

*Indicator suffix = National status or professional decision assigned because Regional status not defined by FWS,

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region - Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: _§P-12

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
finches). ... Color(meisty. % . Golor(moist) . %  Tvee! | Locz .. ... Texture Remarks
0-5 10YR 32 100 Siit Loam
5-14 10YR 4/2 &0 10YR 5/8 20 C M Silty Clay
' 10YR 41 20 D
14-22 10YR 5/2 85 10YR /8 15 C M Silty Clay

1 Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains,

2L ocation: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix,

Hydric Soil Indicators:

[] Histosal (AL}

[ ] Histic Epipedon (A2}

[} Black Histic (A3)

D Hydrogen Sulfide {A4)

[ stratified Layers (A5)

[ 2 em Muck (A10)

"4 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
[T Thick Dark Surface (A12)

] Sandy Muck Mineral (S1)

T 15em Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

[ sandy Gleyed Matrix (34)
L] Sandy Redox {55)

D Stripped Matrix (S6)

L] Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
D Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
’E Depleted Matrix (F3)

D Redox Dark Surface (F6)
[] Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
D Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils 3
] Coast Prairle Redox (A16)

[ Dark Surface (57}

[] 1ron Manganese Masses (F12)

] Very Shatlow Dark Surface (TF12)

L] other {Explain in Remarks)

3 Indicaters of hydrophytic vegetatien and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic,

Restrictive Layer {if observed):
Type: _Nnpe

Denth {inches): A

Yes ®  No O

Hydric Soil Present?

Remarks:
The criterion for hydric soil is met,

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

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

_Secandary Indicators (minimum of twa required

D Surface Water (A1)

[ High water Table (42)

@ Saturation {A3)

[ water Marks {81}

[ sediment Deposits (82)

L] orif Deposits (83)

L] 1ron Depaosits (B5)

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

[ ] water-stained Leaves (B9)

(] Aquatic Fauna (B13)

[ ] True Aquatic Plants (B14}

[_] Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

(] oxicized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
D Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

[ Recent Tron Reduction in Tiled Soils (C6)
D Thin Muck Surface {C7)

[] Gauge or Well Data (D9)

L] Other (Explain in Remarks)

[ surface Soit Cracks (B6)

D Drainage Patterns (B10)

L] Dry Season Water Table (C2)

] Crayfish Burrows (C8)

L] saturation visible on Aerial Imagery (€9)
D Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
Geomorphic Position (D2)

U] FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes O Ne @

Water Table Present? Yes ® N O

Saturation Present? .
(indudes capillary fringe) Yes @ No O

Depth (inches}: oo
Depth (inchesy: 18 .

Depth (inchas):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes @ No O

Dascribe Recorded Data {stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
WETS analysis, WWI map, Soils map, aerial imagery, prior delineation

Remarks:

Based on a WETS analysis, antecedent hydrologic conditions were within a normal range. The criterion for wetland hydrology is met, Sample point
~ B-8" higher in elevation than shallow marsh ~ 30 west of sample point.

US Army Carps of Engineers

Midwest Region - Version 2.0
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Table 15-3.0505
NRPP Checklist



Table 15-3.0503 Worksheet for the Calculation of Natural Resource Protection Land

Zoning District Area of
Area of ]
Type: Non- ) Protection Proposed
. ) Resource in . .
Natural Resource Feature Residential {(b) Requirement | Disturbance
. Study Area .
Protection Standard {acres) in Study Area
(acres)
(%) {acres)

Steep Slopes:
10- 19% 40% 0.00 0.00 0.00
20-30% 70% 0.00 0.00 0.00
> 30% 80% 0.00 0.00 0.00
Woodlands & Forests:
Mature 70% 5.30 3.71 0.34
Young 50% 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lakes & Ponds 100% 0.09 0.09 0.00
Streams 100% 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shore Buffer 100% 0.56 0.56 0.00
Floodplains/Floodlands 100% 0.00 0.00 0.00
Wetland Buffers {30') 100% 0.63 0.63 0.12
Wetland Setback {50')* 100% 0.75 0.75 0.13
Wetlands & Shoreland Wetlands 100% 6.44 6.44 0.23

* The 50' Wetland Setback also includes the land within the 30' Wetland Buffer.

The total unadjusted natural resource protection land is 13.77 acres; however, the mature woodland,
wetland, wetland buffer, wetland setback, pond, and shore buffer overlap covers 7.34 acres. Due to
overlapping natural resources, the adjusted natural resource protection land is 6.43 acres.




Table 15-3.0505

WORKSHEET FOR THE CALCULATION OF SiTE INTENSITY AND

CAPACITY FOR NONRESIDENTIAL. DEVELOPMENT

STEP 1:

CALCULATE MINIMUM REQUIRED LANDSCAPE SURFACE:
Take Base Site Area (from Step 5 in Table 15-3.0502): 11.01 acres

Multipie by Minimum Landscape Surface Ratio (LSR)
(see specific zoning district LSR standard): X 0.25

Equais MINIMUM REQUIRED ON-SITE LANDSCAPE SURFACE =

2.75 acres

STEP 2:

CALCULATE NET BUILDABLE SIiTE AREA:
Take Base Site Area (from Step 5 in Table 15-3.0502}: 11.01 acres
Subtract Total Resource Protection Land from Table 15-3.05603)
or Minimum Required Landscape Surface {from Step 1 above),
whichever is greater;

- 6.43 acres

Equals NET BUILDABLE SITE AREA =

4.58 acres

STEP 3:

CALCULATE MAXIMUM NET FLOOR AREA YIELD OF SITE:
Take Net Buildable Site Area (from Step 2 above): 4.58 acres

Multipie by Maximum Net Floor Area Ratio (NFAR)
(see specific nonresidential zoning district NFAR standard): X 0.85

Eguals MAXIMUM NET FLOOR AREA YIELD OF SITE =

NA for PDD No.
18

STEP 4:

CALCULATE MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA YIELD OF SITE:
Take Base Site Area (from Step 5 of Table 15-3.0502): 11.01 acres

Multiple by Maximum Gross Floor Area Ratio (GFAR)
{see specific nonresidential zoning district GFAR standard): X 0.55

Equals MAXIMUM GROSS FLOOR AREA YIELD OF SITE =

NA for PDD No.
18

STEP 5:

DETERMINE MAXIMUM PERMITTED FLOOR AREA OF SITE:

Take the lowest of Maximum Net Fioor Arez Yield of Site (from Step 3

above) or Maximum Gross Floor Area Yield of Site {from Step 4 above):

{Multiple results by 43,560 for maximum floor area in square feet):

NA for PDD No.
18
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Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Site Location Project No.

255682

Franklin, Wisconsin

Photo No. Date
1 9/12/16
Description

Hardwood swamp
wetland and mature
woodland area proposed
to be impacted.

Looking southwest

Photo No. Date
2 9/12/16
Description

Hardwood swamp
wetland and mature
woodland area proposed
to be impacted.
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Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Date
3 9/12/16
Description

Hardwood swamp
wetland and mature
woodland area proposed
to be impacted.

Loaking south

Photo No. Pate
4 9/12/16
Description

Hardwood swamp
wetland and wetland,
mature woodland, and
wetland buffer/setbhack
proposed to be impacted.

Looking north

Site Location

Franklin, Wisconsin

Project No.

255682




Site Photographs

Project Name

Carlisle Interconnect

Site Location

Project Na.

Franklin, Wisconsin

255682

impacted.

Looking east

Photo No. Date
5 9/12/16
Bescription

Hardwood swamp
wetland , mature wood-
land, and wetland buffer/
setback proposed to be

Photo No. Date
6 5/11/16
Description

Hardwood swamp
waeatland, mature
woodland, and wetland
buffer/setback proposed
10 be impacted.

Looking west from within
mature woodland.




Site Photographs

Project Name

Cartlisle Interconnect

Photo No. Date
5 5/11/16

Description

North end of northwest
parking lot with where
the invasive grass
Phragmities oceurs.

Herbicide treatment and
native seeding will be
conducted here for
mitigation.

Photo No. Date
6 5/11/16

Bescription

North side of parking
where wetland buffer can
ke enhanced and general
area where native tree
saplings can be plated for
mitigation.

Site Location

Franklin, Wisconsin

Project No.

255682
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Figure 3 — Mitigation Map
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ExniR T A

Natural Resource Special Exception Question and Answer Form.

Questions to be answered by the Applicant

Items on this application to be provided tn writing by the Applicant shall include the following, as
set forth by Section 15-9.0110C. of the UDO:

A. Indication of the section(s) of the UDO for which a Special Exception is requested.

Table 15-4.0100 imposing & 100% protection standard on wetlands and wetland buffers but

parmitting mitigation for industrial uses under 15-4.0103(B)

B. Statement regarding the Special Exception requested, giving distances and dimensions

where appropriafe,
Speclal exemption request Is for disturbance of wetland (0.23-acre) and wetland buffer/setback (0.2-acre} for the

Cariisle [T Franklin Facility Expansion. Disturbance inciudes wetland filf and disturbance of wetland buffer and sethack

for the creation of a driveway and additional parking needed due to facility expansion.

C. Statement of the reason(s) for the request.
Disturbance to natural resources is needed for the expansion of the exisling facility to increase manufacturing floor space.

Additional parking and driveway access were needed to accommodate additional staff. A detailed Project

description, purpose and need, and alternatives analysis are attached to this request,

D. Statement of the reasons why the particular request is an appropriate case for a Special
Exception, together with any proposed conditions or safeguards, and the reasons why the
proposed Special Exception is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the
Ordinance. In addition, the statement shall address any exceptional, extraordinary, or
unusual circumstances or conditions applying to the lot or parcel, structure, use, or
intended use that do not apply generally to other properties or uses in the same district,
including a practicable altemative analysis as follows:

1) Backgroand and Purpose of the Project.

{a) Describe the project and its purpose in detail. Include any pertinent construction

plans.
See attached wetland fill permit request (dated September 21, 2016) and Carlisle praject description,

purpose and nesd, and alternatives analysis attached to this request.

{b) State whether the project is an expansion of an existing work or new

construction,
Expansion of an existing facility in the Franklin Business Park,

Pagell
City of Franklin Natural Resource Special Exception Question & Answer Form



(c)

State why the project must be located in or adjacent to the stream or other
navigable water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or wetland setback to

achieve its purpose.
This is an expansion of an existing manufacturing facility. Tc increase production, increased work space

on site is needed. Due to the use of heavy equipment, building up (2 floors) to reduce impact area

is not feasible. Having exhausted varicus aiternatives, only the driveway and single row of parking on the

east side of the expansion area essential for safe and efficient site circuiation will impact wetlands.

2) Possible Alternafives.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(¢)

State all of the possible ways the project may proceed without affecting the
stream or other navigable water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or

wetland setback as proposed.
This project may not proceed without impacting wetland and wetland buffer/sethack. This

praject has been redesigned to reduce the area of Impact, no further actions are pessible to further reduce

impact. Carlisle IT has conducted a practicable alternatives analysis and has concluded that there are no practicable alternatives

that sither completely avoid wetland impacts or further minimize wetland impacts beyond what is belng proposed. See attached,

State how the project may be redesigned for the site without affecting the stream
or other navigable water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or wetland

setback.
This project can not be redesigned without impacting wetland and wetland buffer/setbaci.

This project has heen redesigned to reduce the area of impact, ne further actions are possibie to

further reduce impact. See attached alternatives analysis for further detail.

State how the project may be made smaller while still meeting the project’s
needs.
This project has undergone several design alternatives to reduce the area of impact. This project may hot be

made any smaller while still meeting the projects needs. See attached altermnatives analysis for further detail.

State what geographic areas were searched for alternative sites.
Local and national areas cutside of Wisconsin areas were considered and rejected as alternative sites.

See attached alternatives analysis for further detail.

State whether there are other, non-stream, or other non-navigable water, non-
shore buffer, non-wetland, non-wetland buffer, and/or non-wetland setback sites

available for development in the area.
Dus to the type of product manufacturing that is done in this facility, to increase preduction, the expansion

must be connected to the existing building. See attached alternatives analysis for further detail.

Page | 2
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3)

4)

(f) State what will occur if the project does not proceed.
The alternative of not building an expansion would result in Carlisle IT having to utilize outside contract manufacturing

services lo produce product which would result in >$15 million in lost profit due io increased manufacturing cost over the next 5 years.

If the supplier is nat approved by cur customers, it could put the entire Franklin business operaticn at risk

totaling the loss of >$400 million in revenue for Carlisle IT over the life of the preject.

Comparison of Alternatives.

(a) State the specific costs of each of the possible alternatives set forth under sub.2.,
above as compared to the original proposal and consider and document the cost

of the resource loss to the community,
See attached alternatives analysis Tor further detail.

(b) State any logistical reasons limiting any of the possible alternatives set forth

under sub. 2., above.
See altached alternatives analysis for further detail.

(c) State any technological reasons limiting any of the possible alternatives set forth

‘under sub. 2., above.
See attached alternatives analysis for further detali.

(d) State any other reasons limiting any of the possible alternatives set forth under

sub, 2., above,
See altached alternatives analysis for further detail.

Choice of Project Plan.
State why the project should proceed instead of any of the possible alternatives listed
under sub.2., above, which would avoid stream or other navigable water, shore buffer,

wetland, wetland buffer, and/or wetland setback impacts.
This project may not proceed without Impacting wetland and wetland buffer/setback.

See attached alternatives analysis for further detail.

Page|3
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3)

6)

Stream or Other Navigable Water, Shore Buffer, Wetland, Wetland Buffer, and
Wetland Setback Description,

Describe in detail the stream or other navigable water shore buffer, wetland, wetland
buffer, and/or wetland setback at the site which will be affected, including the
topography, plants, wildlife, hydrology, soils and any other salient information pertaining
to the stream or other navigable water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or
wetland setback.

Wetland in the proposed Impact area is mixed hardwood swamp / shrub-carr plant communily. Dominant vegetation includes Fraxinus pennsylvanica

{green ash} and Quercus alba (white oak} in the tree stratum, Rhamnus cathartica (common buckthorn) in the shrub stratum; and Carex bromoides

{brome-|ike sadge), Ribas cynosbati (prickly gooseberry}, and Rhamnus cathartica In the herb stratumn. Topography was relatively flat and soils wera a sandy

clay loam. The wetland buffar/setback includes mawed turf grass and upland hardwood forest, See Wetland Delineation Report (June 7, 2018} for more detail.

Stream or Other Navigable Water, Shore Buffer, Wetland, Wetland Buffer, and
Wetland Setback Impacts.

a) Diversity of flora including State and/or Federal designated threatened and/or
endangered species, M| Not Applicable 0 Applicable
b) Storm and flood water storage. ] Not Applicable M Applicable
c) Hydrologic functions. ] Not Applicable W Applicable
d) Water quality protection including filtration and storage of sediments, nutrients
or toxic substances. ] Not Applicable W Applicable
e) Shoreline protection against erosion. M Not Applicable O Applicable
f) Habitat for aquatic organisms. [ Not Applicable [ Applicable
g) Habitat for wildlife. [ Net Applicable [W] Applicable
h) Human use functional value. ] Not Applicable [J Applicable
1) Groundwater recharge/discharge protection.
[ Not Applicable [m] Applicable
1) Aesthetic appeal, recreation, education, and science value,
(W] Not Applicable [ Applicable
k) Specify any State or Federal designated threatened or endangered species or
species of special concem. [ Not Applicable 3 Applicable
1} Existence within a Shoreland. [ Not Applicable 3 Applicable
m) Existence within a Primary or Secondary Environmental Corridor or within an

Isolated Natural Area, as those areas are defined and currently mapped by the
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission from time to time,

O Not Applicable W Appiicable

Describe in detail any impacts to the above functional values of the stream or other

navigable water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or wetland setback:
Filling wetland on site will generate a minimal reduction in the amourt of area available for storm water storage,

hydrelogic functions, water quality protection, wildlife habitat, and groundwater protection. These alterations are unlikaly to

generale any meaningful Impacts to the surrounding area. The existing wetland is within a mature woodiand listed as

an Isolated Matural Area by the Southeastern Wisconsin Reglonal Planning Commission.
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7 Water Quality Protection.

Describe how the project protects the public interest in the waters of the State of
Wisconsin.

Carlisle IT has conducted a practicable alternatives analysis and has concluded that there are no praclicabie ailernatives that

either completely avoid wetland impacts or further minimize wetland impacts beyond what is being proposed.

There are no proposed impacts fo waterways. Indirect impacts to water quality during construction and
post construction are being managed by complying with s. NR 151, Wis. Adm. Code.

Page |5
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City of Franklin Environmental Commission

TO: Common Council
DATE: November 9, 2016
RE: Special Exception application review and recommendation

APPLICATION:  Carlisle Interconnect Technologies, Inc., owner, Applicant,
dated: October 4, 2016
(5300 West Franklin Drive)

I. §15-9.0110 of the Unified Development Ordinance Special Exception to
Natural Resource Feature Provisions Application information:

1. Unified Development Ordinance Section(s) from which Special Exception is
requested:
Table 15-4.0100 and Section 15-4.0103B of the City of Franklin Unified
Development Ordinance.

2. Nature of the Special Exception requested (description of resources,
encroachment, distances and dimensions):
To fill and pave approximately (.23 acre of wetlands, (.12 acre of wetland
buffers, and 0.01 acre of wetland setback.

3. Applicant’s reason for request:
To construct additional parking and a driveway associated with an
approximately 26,000 square foot addition to the existing Carlisle facility.

4. Applicant’s reason why request appropriate for Special Exception:
The Carlisle facility needs fo increase its manufacturing floor space due to
increasing business and sales. The building addition is needed fo house
additional manufacturing machines such as CNC & Milling equipment and
additional production space to meet the increased business demand and
industry needs. Additional parking is needed for the additional staff
associated with a building addition completed earlier this year, and for the
proposed new building addition. The driveway access is needed to
accommodate the parking for the additional staff, and for safe and efficient
circulation for trucks. Carlisle has conducted a practicable alternatives
analysis and has concluded that there are no practicable alternatives that




either completely avoid wetland impacts or further minimize wetland
impacts beyond what is being proposed for the preferred alternative while
still meeting the basic purpose and need of the project,

II. Environmental Commission review of the §15-9.0110C.4.f. Natural Resource
Feature impacts to functional values:

1. Diversity of flora including State and/or Federal designated threatened and/or
endangered species:

Wetland impact area (0.23 acre of 6.44 total acres) comprised of green
ash, white oak, common buckthorn, brome-like sedge, and prickly
gooseberry.  The wetland buffer/setback impact area (0.13 acre of 1.38
total acres) includes mowed grass. Impact area also includes five trees
over 12" in diameter (white oak, red oak, and American elm), and three
adjacent trees over 127 (white oak) which may be impacted.

No known State and/or Federal designated threatened and/or endangered
Species.

2. Storm and flood water storage:
Minimal reduction in the amount of stormwater storage. No identified

floodplain within the subject area.

3. Hydrologic functions:
Minimal impact on hvdrologic functions.

4, Water quality protection including filtration and storage of sediments,
nutrients or toxic substances:
Minimal impact on water quality, indirect impacts during construction will
be managed by erosion control compliance with NR 151.

5. Shoreline protection against erosion:
No impact.

6. Habitat for aquatic organisms:
No impact.

7. Habitat for wildhte:
Minimal impact on wildlife habitat.

8. Human use functional value:
No impact.

9. Groundwater recharge/discharge protection:
Minimal impact on groundwater.




10. Aesthetic appeal, recreation, education, and science value:
No impact.

11, State or Federal designated threatened or endangered species or species of
special concern:
No impact.

[2, Existence within a Shoreland:
No impact.

13. Existence within a Primary or Secondary Environmental Corridor or within an
Isolated Natural Area, as those areas are defined and currently mapped by the
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission from time to time:

The wetland/woodland has been identified as an Isolated Natural Resource
Area.

IT1. Environmental Commission review of the §15-10.0208B.2.d. factors and
recommendations as to findings thereon:

1. That the condition(s) giving rise to the request for a Special Exception were
not self-imposed by the appiicant (this subsection a. does not apply to an
application to improve or enhance a natural resource feature):

The subject natural resources were not identified on the Franklin Business
Park subdivision plat (Lot 2 of Block 9). Only a small area in the
northwestern portion of the subject lot (not impacted) was identified as o
Greenspace area. It appears that the wetlands have grown significantly,
pursuant to comparison with a plat of survey prepared in 2008.

2. That compliance with the stream, shore buffer, navigable water-related,
wetland, wetland buffer, and wetland setback requirement will:

a. be unreasonably burdensome to the applicants and that there are no
reasonable practicable alternatives: ;oF

b. unreasonably and negatively impact upon the applicants’ use of the property
and that there are no reasonable practicable alternatives:

Little undeveloped land remains within the subject property outside the
existing wetlands. The existing building and parking lot occupies the
majority of the buildable site, and any significant building additions
can only extend eastward. That area, formerly Lot 2 of Block 9 of the
Franklin Business Park, did not identify any natural resource features.
However, this lot is now almost entirely comprised of wetlands.




Reducing the parking lot would not be feasible, as most of the parking
is now regularly used, and the applicant has already proposed «
rediction in parking compared to current conditions.

The applicant has indicated that numerous alternatives were evaluated,
and the project redesigned to be smaller than preferred.

3, The Special Exception, including any conditions imposed under this Section
will:

a. be consistent with the existing character of the neighborhood:
The proposed building addition and parking will result in a project
similar in size to other large buildings nearby, and would be similarly
located adjacent to/slightly within similar woodlands as are other
adjacent properties, and

b. not effectively undermine the ability to apply or enforce the requirement
with respect to other properties:

The Carlisle property is unique in that three separate parcels have
been acquired over time (two from the Franklin Business Park and one
from the adjacent Industrial Park), and combined into one for eventual
development purposes. The subject area, formerly Lot 2 of Block 9 of
the Franklin Business Park, did not identify any natural resource
Jeatures.  However, this lot is now almost entirely comprised of
wetlands.

It appears that the applicant has exhausted all reasonable alternatives,
has minimized impacts, Is providing mitigation for the proposed
impacts, and is avoiding the majority of the natural resources on the
property.; and

¢. bein harmony with the general purpose and intent of the provisions of this
Ordinance proscribing the requirement:
The proposed impacts are minimal when compared to the amount of
natural resources on the property, and mitigation will be undertaken fo
improve a majority of the remaining resources, and

d. preserve or enhance the functional values of the stream or other navigable
water, shore buffer, wetland, wetland buffer, and/or wetland setback in co-
existence with the development (this finding only applying o an
application to improve or enhance a natural resource feature):

IV. Environmental Commission review of the §15-10.0208B.2.a., b. and e,
factors and recommendations as to findings thereon:



. Characteristics of the real property, including, but not limited to, relative
placement of improvements thereon with respect to property boundaries or
otherwise applicable setbacks:

The project will meet all other zoning and site planning requirements.

. Any exceptional, extraordinary, or unusual circumstances or conditions

applying to the lot or parcel, structure, use, or intended use that do not apply

generally to other properties or-uses in the same district:
The Carlisle property is unique in that three separate parcels have been
acquired over time (fwo from the Franklin Business Park and one from the
adjacent Industrial Park), and combined into one for development
purposes.  The subject natural resources were not identified on the
Franklin Business Park subdivision plat (Lot 2 of Block 9). Only a small
area in the northwestern portion of the subject lot (not impacted) was
identified as a Greenspace area. It appears that the wetlands have grown
significantly, pursuant to comparison with a plat of survey prepared in
2008.

. Existing and future uses of property, useful life of improvements at issue;
disability of an occupant:
The subject property is currently used and zowed for light
industrial/manufacturing uses.  The property is planned for, and is
envisioned to remain as, fiture commercial use.

. Aesthetics:

The proposed building addition and parking will result in a project similar
in size to other nearby sites, and would be similarly located adjacent
to/slightly within similar woodlands as are other adjacent properties. The
proposed impacts are minimal when compared to the amount of natuwral
resources on the property, and mitigation will be undertaken to improve a
majority of the remaining resources.

. Degree of noncompliance with the requirement allowed by the Special
Exception;
Approximately 0.23 acre of wetlands (about 4% of the total 6.4 acres),
0.12 acre of wetland buffers (abour {9% of the total 0.63 acre), and 0.01
acre of wetland setback (about [% of the total .75 acre) will be filled and

paved.

. Proximity to and character of surrounding property:

The areas immediately to the east and north are wooded/wetland areas.
Similarly sized light industrial/manufacturing uses located firther east and
north are also immediately adjacent/slightly encroaching into the
wooded/wetland areas. All other adjacent areas are developed for similar
light industrial/manufacturing uses.




7. Zoning of the area in which property is located and neighboring area:
Planned Development District No. 18, Franklin Business Park.

8. Any negative affect upon adjoining property:
No negative impacts are anticipated.

9. Natural features of the property:
Wetlands, wetland buffers, wetland setbacks, and a mature woodland exist

on the subject property.

The wetland complex is comprised of shallow marsh, hardwood swamp,
and shrub-carr habitat. The mature woodland, which overlaps much of the
wetlands, consists of various oaks, American elm, green ash, and American
basswood. The wetland buffer/setback area includes mowed grass.

10, Environmental impacts:
To fill and pave approximately 0.23 acre of wetlands, 0.12 acre of wetland
buffers, and 0.01 acre of wetland setbactk.

V. Environmental Commission Recommendation:

The Environmental Commission has reviewed the subject Application pursuant to
§15-10.0208B. of the Unified Development Ordinance and makes the following

recommendation:

1. The recommendations set forth in Sections III. and IV, Above are incorporated
herein,

2. The Environmental Commission recommends [approval] [denial] of the
Application upon the aforesaid recommendations for the reasons set forth
therein.

3. The Environmental Commissions recommends that should the Common
Council approve the Application, that such approval be subject to the
tollowing conditions:

a. That the applicant obtain all Wisconsin Departinent of Natural
Resources and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permits and approvals
prior fo construction.

The above review and recommendation was passed and adopted at a regular meeting
of the Environmental Commission of the City of Franklin on the 26 day of October,

2016.
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Dated this | O day ot NovemBER 2016
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Wesley C?yfm, Chairman

Attest:

Curtis Bohton, Vice-Chairman




