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Individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification Application

INTRODUCTION

General Motors LLC (GM or Applicant), on behalf of a recently announced joint venture, currently named
GigaPower LLC, (the JV) between General Motors Holdings LLC and LG Chem Michigan Inc. (LG),
proposes to construct a large manufacturing facility in Trumbull County, Ohio to mass-produce automotive
battery cells for future battery-electric vehicles (the Project). The JV will invest up to a total of $2.3 billion
to establish a battery cell assembly plant that is expected to create more than 1,100 new jobs. The JV
plans to build a state-of-the-art plant to use the most advanced manufacturing processes to produce
battery cells efficiently, with litlle waste.

The Project is located in the Village of Lordstown, Trumbull County, Ohio northeast of 1-80, west of state
route 45 Tod Ave SW, and east of the Lordstown Motors Corporation manufacturing facility and is more
specifically located at coordinates 41.152727, -80.863155 (the Site). The Site is bounded to the north by
an existing railroad switching yard, to the east by Tod Avenue SW, to the south by a new development by
Old Dominion Freight Line Inc. and by the Lordstown Motors Corporation plant and to the west by the
Lordstown Motors Corporation plant (Figures 1.1.1, 1.1.2 and 1.2).

The proposed Project area includes one parcel owned by NP Lordstown 173, LLC (Parcel ID 45-904682)
totaling approximately 158 acres. Vicinity aerial map, vicinity land use map, and a flood hazard zone map
for the Site are included in Figures 1.3.1, 1.3.2 and 1.4, respectively.

On behalf of the Applicant, Arcadis has prepared both a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 individual
permit application with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and a CWA Section 401
individual Water Quality Certification (WQC) application with the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
(Ohio EPA) for proposed impacts to Waters of the United States (WOTUS) in association with the
proposed Project. The Applicant is seeking authorization for the proposed impacts from the USACE and
the Ohio EPA.

The sequence of this permit application follows the format of the Ohio EPA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification Application Completion and Submittal Instructions (rev. 1/2019). Included in this document is
the completed Application for 401 WQC.

1 401 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION APPLICATION

The completed Certification for 401 Water Quality Certification is included in Appendix A.

2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The Project area contains a total of 65.99 acres of jurisdictional wetlands. Additionally, there are two
stream features within the Project area (Figure 2).

21 Proposed Wetland Impacts
The proposed wetland impacts include:

e 19.91 acres of Category 1 jurisdictional non-forested wetlands,
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e 0.30 acre of Category 1 jurisdictional forested wetlands,
e 29.30 acres of Category 2 jurisdictional non-forested wetlands,
e 16.48 acres of Category 2 jurisdictional forested wetlands.

There are no Category 3 wetlands on the Site.

These impacts are summarized on the Ohio EPA Proposed Wetland Impacts and Mitigation table included
in Appendix A.

2.2 Proposed Stream Impacts
The Site contains two ephemeral streams of 81 and 50 linear feet. The proposed stream impacts include:

e 81 linear feet to Stream 1
e 0 linear feet to Stream 2 (avoided)

These impacts are summarized on the Ohio EPA Proposed Stream Impacts and Mitigation table included
in Appendix A.

3 SURFACE WATER DELINEATION

Wetlands on the Site were originally delineated on September 30, 2014 and October 1, 2014 by Terra
Technologies, a consulting firm based in Leawood, Kansas. Investigators from Terra Technologies
observed ten (10) wetlands on the site totaling 8.81 acres and three (3) stream segment totaling 2,597
linear feet on-site. The delineation was submitted to the USACE in October 2014. On May 22, 2017
through May 24, 2017, EMH&T conducted a delineation of the Site. All wetland boundaries were flagged
and surveyed using a handheld GPS unit. Delineation datasheets were completed for all delineated
wetlands. EMH&T identified 24.56 acres of wetlands on-site, and 0.21 acre of wetland in the right-of-way
of Tod Ave SW, and three (3) stream segments totaling 3,040 linear feet on-site. The USACE issued a
preliminary jurisdictional determination (LRP 2014-1077) on December 20, 2017 based on EHM&T's 2017
wetland delineation (See Figure 3).

Field visits and investigations of the Site were conducted by GHD from September through December
2019 to determine the location and extent of potential WOTUS, including streams and wetlands. A site
visit was conducted on December 13, 2019 with the USACE, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the Ohio EPA to verify the resource boundaries and to validate the Ohio Rapid Assessment Method
(ORAM) scoring. A total of 65.99 wetlands were delineated consisting of 19.91 acres of Category 1 non-
forested wetlands, 0.30 acre of Category 1 forested wetlands, 16.48 acres of Category 2 forested and
29.30 acres of Category 2 non- forested wetlands. The surface water delineation report is attached to this
permit application as Appendix B.

4 AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

Prior to review of the Section 401 application, initiation of coordination with the following agencies is
required for a complete application: USACE, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ohio
Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). These
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agencies were contacted about information pertaining to the Project. The information received from these
agencies is summarized below.

4.1 USACE Jurisdictional Determination

Ohio Revised Code (ORC) 6111.30(A)(1) requires that a 401 WQC application include a copy of the
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (PJD) letter from the USACE documenting its jurisdiction over the
wetlands, streams or other WOTUS that are the subject of the 401 WQC application. A site visit with the
USACE was completed on December 13, 2019. From that meeting the USACE suggested that all site
resources may be considered jurisdictional. The PJD is included in Appendix C.

4.2 USACE Public Notice

ORC 6111.30(A)(10) requires that a 401 WQC application include a copy of the USACE Public Notice
regarding the Section 404 permit application concerning the proposed Project. The public notice for the
proposed Project is included as Appendix C.

4.3 State-Listed Endangered or Threatened Species

ORC 6111.30(A)(7) requires that a 401 WQC application include “adequate documentation confirming that
the Applicant has requested comments from the Department of Natural Resources... regarding threatened
and endangered species, including the presence or absence of critical habitat.”

The ODNR was contacted for available information concerning the presence of state listed endangered,
threatened, and proposed species or their habitat for the Project area. A formal Environmental Review
was requested through the Office of Real Estate and Land Management on October 15, 2019. The
ODNR response letter was received on November 27, 2019 (Appendix D). The ODNR Natural Heritage
Database search indicated it has one record of a great blue heron rookery located within 1 mile of the
Project area. The ODNR Division of Wildlife indicated that the Project area is located within the range of
nine (9) state-listed species listed below and provided certain recommendations which are also discussed
below for each species:

¢ Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis; state endangered; federally endangered): if suitable habitat, conserve
trees, only cut October 1 — March 31 or do mist net study. A presence/probable absence survey
was conducted by Copperhead Environmental Consulting in 2018 and during that study no
Indiana bats were observed using the Site, therefore the project is not likely to affect this species
(Appendix E).

e Clubshell (Pleurobema clava; state endangered; federally endangered): no in-water work is
proposed in a perennial stream therefore the project is not likely to impact this species.

¢ Black sandshell (Ligumia recta; state threatened): no in- water work is proposed in a perennial
stream therefore the project is not likely to impact this species.

¢ Northern brook lamprey (Ichthyomyzon fossor; state endangered): no in- water work is proposed
in a perennial stream therefore the project is not or is not likely to impact this species.

¢ Mountain brook lamprey (Ichthyomyzon greeleyi; state endangered): no in- water work is
proposed in a perennial stream therefore the project is not likely to impact this species.
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e Eastern hellbender (Cryptobranchus alleganiensis alleganiensis; state endangered; federal
species of concern): no in- water work is proposed in a perennial stream therefore the project is
not likely to impact this species.

e Eastern massasauga (Sistrurus catenatus; state endangered; federally threatened): the project is
not likely to impact this species due to the location and the lack of suitable habitat, such as wet
prairies and fens, within the project site and the vicinity of the project.

e Spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata; state threatened): the project is not likely to impact this species
due to the location and the lack of suitable habitat, such as fens, bogs and marshes, within the
project site and the vicinity of the project area.

¢ Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus; state endangered): avoid nesting habitat if present during
nesting May 15 — August 1. This species is not likely to be impacted due to the lack of suitable
breeding habitat, such as large intact grasslands, within the project site.

¢ Upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda; state endangered): avoid nesting habitat if present
during nesting April 15 - July 31. This species is not likely to be impacted due to the lack of
suitable habitat, such as large intact grasslands, ungrazed pastures, and hayfields, within the
project site.

¢ Least bittemn (Ixobrychus exilis; state threatened): avoid nesting habitat if present during nesting
May 31 — July 31. This species is not likely to be impacted due to the lack of suitable habitat, such
as thick stands of cattails, sedges, sawgrass or other semiaquatic vegetation interspersed with
woody vegetation and open water, within the project site.

4.4 Federally Listed Endangered or Threatened Species

ORC 6111.30(A)(7) requires that a 401 WQC application include “adequate documentation confirming that
the Applicant has requested comments from the...United States Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
threatened and endangered species, including the presence or absence of critical habitat.”

The USFWS published list of endangered and threatened species in Ohio (October 2019) was reviewed.
According to the list, there are four (4) listed species found distributed within Trumbull County, Ohio, which
include:

¢ Indiana bat — Endangered

¢ Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) — Threatened
e Eastern massasauga — Threatened

e Clubshell — Endangered

Informal coordination with the USFWS was initiated by GHD through the USFWS’ Information for Planning
and Consultation (IPaC) online system. On September 25, 2019 a reply was received from the USFWS
IPaC system confirming the four (4) listed species identified above. In addition, the letter indicated there
were no critical habitats located within the Project area (Appendix E).

Copperhead Environmental Consulting conducted a bat presence/probable absence survey within the Site
from June 5 to 7, 2018. During this survey, no federally listed bat species were captured (Appendix E).
Upon review of this report, the USFWS provided a subsequent letter concurring with these findings and
confirmed that tree clearing at any time of the year before March 31, 2024 would unlikely result in adverse
impacts to Indiana bats. During a pre-application meeting on December 6, 2019, the USACE asked the
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USFWS if they would be opposed to the USACE making a “no effects” determination for the Indiana bat.
At that meeting, Jeromy Applegate with the USFWS stated that they would not be opposed to a “no
effects” determination for the Indiana bat.

With no records of known hibernacula or maternity roosts for northern long-eared bat in the vicinity of the
Project, the USFWS indicated the Endangered Species Act Section 4(d) rule could be applied.

Additionally, GHD sent a request letter to the USFWS on January 2, 2020 (Appendix E) regarding
confirmation of previous evaluations by the USFWS in regard to the Project. In an email dated January 3,
2020 to GHD, the USFWS indicated tree clearing on the Site could occur at any time of the year, until
March 31, 2024 and that it did not anticipate impacts to any other federally listed species (Appendix E).

4.5 Archaeological and Historical Information

On October 14, 2019 GHD sent correspondence to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to
determine if the Project might affect historic properties. On October 28, 2019, GHD received a response
letter from SHPO recommending an archaeological survey, as well as a history/architecture survey for the
entire Area of Potential Effects (Appendix F).

On December 3, 2019, Weller & Associates, Inc. (Weller) conducted a Cultural Resource Management
Preliminary review (Phase 1a) for the Project area and a study area of 1-mile surrounding the Project.
Weller reported that the Project area has not been the subject of any previous investigations and there are
no sites (archaeological or architectural) recorded within it. There are no recorded National Register or
significant cultural resources located within or near the Project area. The Project area remains
undeveloped with open previously farmed areas and patches of woods and scrub or rangeland. Based on
Weller's experience in this region and in the immediate vicinity, Weller indicated it is unlikely that any
significant cultural resources would be present within the area. A copy of Weller's Cultural Resource
Management Preliminary Review is contained in Appendix F.

Weller conducted a Phase 1b cultural resource investigation at the Site from December 3 to 5, 2019. The
field investigations by Weller involved subsurface methods of sampling and visual inspection. The field
reconnaissance did not result in the identification of any archaeological deposits. Much of the Site was
found to be severely disturbed from previous activities or contained in designated wetlands. There were
no archaeological sites identified during this survey. Weller considers a finding of no historic properties
affected (36 CFR 800.5) appropriate and no further archaeological work is considered to be necessary for
this Undertaking. A copy of the Phase | Archaeological Investigations report is contained in Appendix F.

In December of 2019, Weller also conducted history/architecture investigations for the Site. The literature
review and field investigations identified two individual resources (TRU(104022 and TRU(0104122) 50
years of age or older within the Area of Potential Effects. Both resources were found to be ineligible for
inclusion in the NRHP under Criteria A, B, or C due to a lack of associative significance, a loss of integrity,
and an absence of character defining features. Weller recommends a finding of ‘no historic properties
affected’ for this Site. A copy of the History/Architecture Investigations report is contained in Appendix F.

arcadis.com



Individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification Application

5 ANTIDEGRADATION ANALYSIS

An antidegradation analysis is required to be performed as part of a 401 Water Quality Certification
application pursuant to ORC 6111.30 and Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-32-03, 3745-1-05 and
3745-1-54. This analysis shall be prepared in accordance with 40 CFR Part 230 and OAC 3745-32-03,
3745-1-05 and 3745-1-54.

The sequence of the antidegradation analysis discussion follows the format of the Ohio EPA Section 401
Water Quality Certification Application Completion and Submittal Instructions (rev. 1/2019).

5.1 Project Purpose and Description

The purpose of the proposed Project is to develop a minimum of 150 acres of land in the Mahoning Valley
region of Ohio to construct a mass-production battery cell manufacturing plant near rail and highway
access to supply GM’s next generation of battery-electric vehicles. State, regional and local governments
and other community stakeholders have all expressed a desire to have the Mahoning Valley region
become a hub for electric vehicle and electric vehicle component development and manufacturing and
their support makes the Mahoning Valley a preferred location for the Project. This new facility is expected
to create more than 1,100 new jobs. Construction is anticipated to begin in April 2020 and be completed in
January of 2022.

5.2 Practicable Alternatives and Demonstration of Avoidance,
Minimization and Mitigation

This analysis of practicable alternatives was prepared to present the Project alternatives that were
evaluated during the environmental planning process for the Project. This analysis is provided to
demonstrate compliance with the federal Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 CFR 230) and
Ohio Section 401 Water Quality Certification guidelines, which require that non-water dependent projects
avoid or minimize impacts to aquatic resources to the greatest extent practicable (i.e., considering cost,
existing technology, and logistics in light of overall Project purposes) and demonstrate that any proposed
aquatic impacts are necessary to achieve the basic Project purpose.

5.21 Define Project Purpose

The purpose of the Project is to construct a battery cell manufacturing plant with access to rail, highway,
and high voltage power to meet demand for electric vehicles and to bring jobs and economic growth back
to the Mahoning Valley area with construction starting in April 2020 and completing in January 2022.
5.2.2 Water Dependency Determination

The Project does not require access to, proximity to, or siting within a special aquatic site to fulfil its basic
purpose. Therefore, the Project is not a water dependent project.
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5.2.3 Identify Project Alternatives

Alternative sites were evaluated to determine if they would meet the overall Project purpose. A
description of the off-site and on-site alternatives analysis is provided below.

5.2.3.1 Off-Site Alternatives Analysis

In the search for a suitable site location that could meet the overall Project purpose, the Applicant utilized
a realty firm to research potential parcels within the region. Desired parcels were required to be on the
market, zoned industrial, no less than 150-acres with a preference for additional acreage for potential
expansion in the future. Additionally, sites were preferred to be within the Mahoning Valley area due to an
existing experienced labor force, the region’s positioning as a technology hub, and its proximity to supply
chains, infrastructure, and markets. Bringing new jobs in the area and establishing battery cell
manufacturing expertise were driving factors behind the selection of the location. The realty firm utilized
their own database and received information from the regional chamber of commerce to amass an initial
list of over 100 potential parcels. The list was narrowed down, using the criteria above, to seven large
sites and six small sites for the Applicant to evaluate further. The six smaller sites were all considerably
less than 150-acres and not evaluated further. One of the larger sites was a brownfield site. The phase II
environmental and clean up was not complete and there was no confidence on exactly when it could be
completed. Underground basement area foundations were left in place that could pose unforeseen
conditions for our new Project foundations. Warning signs of deep silt layer and adjacency to a river
posed more risk that we were prepared to address. For these reasons, the site was not evaluated further.
The six remaining large sites were considered for further evaluation.

5.23.2 Practicable Alternative Analysis

Site visits by the Applicant’s development and construction staff were completed for the remaining six
large sites. These sites were evaluated for proximity to an interstate highway system (less than 5-miles),
preferred nearby available rail with rail access at the site, and adjacency to high-voltage power lines to
meet required power demands. Appendix G contains the property overview, zoning, transportation,
property condition, available documents, incentives, and utilities information for these six sites, which are
described in more detail below. The terms poor, moderate and good are used in this section to describe
relative access to utilities/features. Poor access indicates that access to a utility/feature is beyond project
needs-criteria, or access issues to utility/feature appear significant and/or unable to be overcome.
Moderate access indicates that access to a utility/feature is not ideal, but a workable solution seems
possible. Good access indicates that no significant issues to accessing the utility/feature are apparent.

Site 1 is a 158-acre parcel owned by NorthPoint Development and is located just east of the Lordstown
Motors Corporation complex. This site contains sufficient acreage for the Project, although 158 acres is
on the lower end of the sizing criterion. The listed cost per acre of the site is $35,000. The potential for
future expansion, whether it be on-site or adjacent, remains undetermined. Site 1 is zoned for industrial
use, which is favorable for development at this location. Electric, gas, sanitary sewer, and communication
utilities are available nearby and on-site storm water management will be required. Site 1 is less than one
mile to the nearest interstate for employee commuter access and trucking distribution with no disruption to
neighborhood or downtown areas and it has adjacent rail potential. A previous wetland
determination/delineation indicates there were only approximately 8.8 acres back in 2014. A majority of
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the site was cleared of trees in 2015. A second delineation was completed in 2017, after tree clearing on
the site had been completed, that indicated 24.5 acres of wetlands had been developed. There are no
NWI-mapped wetlands on the Site. The Site is within the FEMA-mapped flood zone X (area of minimal
flood hazard). Moderate flexibility of building arrangement and only moderate clearing issues makes site
conditions appear feasible for construction. For these reasons and despite the newly formed wetland area
on Site 1, this site was retained for a more detailed evaluation.

Site 2 is a linear 250-acre brownfield site owned by BDM Warren Steel Holdings and is located just south
of Warren, OH on Pine Avenue. This site has a sufficient parcel size for project needs and is zoned for
industrial use. The listed cost per acre is $50,000. Electric, storm sewer and sanitary sewer infrastructure
and communication utilities are located nearby, and gas service is available to the site. Transportation
accessibility for Site 2 is poor, requiring vehicular and truck traffic to travel through local neighborhoods
and downtown corridors in Warren and Niles to and from the nearest interstate expressway. While it has
good rail potential, it is 5-10 miles from the nearest expressway making this site not reasonably accessible
for both transportation methods. Since the site is large, it offers flexibility for adjusting building
arrangements and there are no site clearing issues since the site is not forested. There are approximately
5 acres of NWI mapped resources on this site. Unavoidable impacts to these resources would require
permitting. In addition, approximately one third of the site is within the FEMA-mapped flood hazard zones
A and AE (1% annual chance flooding) of the Mahoning River; development in the floodplain for battery
cell manufacturing is not prudent since flooding could result in unsafe or hazardous conditions at the
facility. A major concern with Site 2 is that environmental remediation work at the site is not complete.
There are significant environmental and geotechnical concerns regarding former structures, foundations,
and underground utilities that were previously on the site. The investigations and closure of these
subsurface issues would require extensive evaluations and costs and cannot be resolved in a time frame
meeting the Project schedule. To summarize, distance to the nearest expressway, poor site
transportation, and unacceptability of site development in a floodplain are the reasons Site 2 was not
selected for further evaluation.

Site 3 is another linear 267-acre brownfield site owned by BDM Warren Steel Holdings and is located just
south of Warren, OH on Pine Avenue. This site has a sufficient parcel size and is zoned for industrial use.
The cost per acre is listed as $30,000. Gas utilities are available on-site and electric, sanitary sewer
infrastructure, and communication utilities are located nearby. Storm water retention availability is not yet
determined. Similar to nearby Site 2, transportation accessibility to Site 3 is poor requiring vehicular and
truck traffic to travel through local neighborhoods and downtown corridors in Warren and Niles. It is also
5-10 miles from the nearest expressway. There is one NWI-mapped shrub-scrub wetland approximately
1.5 acres in size and two NWI mapped riverine features on the site. The site is also within the FEMA-
mapped flood zone X (area of minimal flood hazard). Flexibility of building arrangement is good, but site-
clearing issues present moderate problems as a significant portion of the site is wooded. Soil reports for
the site identify a significant amount of the wooded area as having hydric soils, an indicator of likely
forested wetlands on the site. The poor site transportation, distance from the nearest expressway and
potential for significant forested wetlands are the reasons Site 3 was not selected for further evaluation.

Site 4 is a multi-parcel site with the largest parcel owned by Norfolk Southern and six smaller parcels
owned by various entities including Armil Inc. The site is located on Ellsworth-Bailey Road just west of the
Lordstown Motors Corporation facility and is bisected by Industrial Trace road. The Norfolk Southern
parcel is located south of Industrial Trace and the six other parcels are north of Industrial Trace. This
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combined site has a sufficient parcel size of 304 acres and is zoned for industrial use. The evaluated site
south of Industrial Trace is approximately 161 acres. The listed cost per acre is $37,000-$50,000.
Sanitary sewer, and communication utilities are located nearby. Gas is available at the site and required
electric power is not adjacent but is moderately available. Accessibility to Site 4 has good expressway is
less than one mile. Ease of rail access is moderate with the ability to extend an existing rail line across
Elisworth-Bailey Rd onto the site. Flexibility of building arrangement was good but heavy
lumber/hardwood clearing would be required to make the site conditions feasible for construction. There
is one NWI mapped wetland approximately 2 acres in size and one NWI-mapped riverine feature on the
site that would be impacted and require permitting. The site is within the FEMA-mapped flood zone X
(area of minimal flood hazard). This site was retained for a more detailed evaluation.

Site 5 is owned by Leonard Enterprises, Ltd. and is in North Jackson, OH on Leonard Parkway. This site
has a sufficient parcel size of 152 acres which is on the low end of acreage needed. The cost per acre is
$35,000. This site is not zoned for industrial use and would require 3 City Council votes and a referendum
to change zoning. Electric, gas, sanitary sewer, and communication utilities are all located nearby.
Accessibility to Site 5 is good. Site transportation to and from the site is less than one mile to the nearest
expressway. The site has poor access to rail. The flexibility of building arrangement is poor due to the
overall parcel shape and a large gas main traversing the center of the site minimizing site layout options.
[Subsequent to the initial screening process to further evaluate practicability, the cost to move the gas line
was estimated to be approximately $100 per foot at a significant total cost of $350,000.] Site clearing
issues were moderate as a portion of the site is wooded. There are no NWI-mapped resources on the
site, and it is within the FEMA-mapped flood zone X (area of minimal flood hazard). The lack of
appropriate existing zoning, poor rail potential, poor flexibility of building arrangement, and impacts to an
unknown quantity/quality of off-site wetland sources from rail siding installation are the reasons Site 5 was
not selected for further evaluation.

Site 6 is a 138-acre site owned by BHGH Properties LLC and is located on Tod Ave and is part of the
Lordstown Commerce Park West. This site has a parcel size of 138 acres, which is below the project
needs, and is $7,150 per acre. This site is currently zoned for agricultural use and would require re-
zoning. There are three NWI-mapped wetlands totalling approximately 4 acres in size and one NWI-
mapped riverine feature on the site that would be impacted and require permitting. The availability of
utilities is not yet determined. Site 6 has poor rail potential and is located 10-15 miles from the nearest
expressway. The flexibility of building arrangement was restricted due to the small site size and is almost
entirely wooded. The small site size, lack of appropriate existing zoning, poor utility availability, poor rail
potential, and need for significant tree clearing are the reasons Site 6 was not selected for further
evaluation.

From preliminary screening and inspections of the six large sites, all but two — Sites 1 and 4 — were
eliminated for further evaluation due to significant site constrains making those four sites unsuitable for
this project. Appendix H provides a table summary of the six sites assessed and the criteria that were
used to screen down to the final two sites. Sites 1 and 4 are evaluated further for the least
environmentally damaging alternative.
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5.23.3 Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative

Site 4 met many of the Project site needs from a development perspective. However, similar to Site 1,
Site 4 has a significant quantity of wetlands that would be impacted by the Project. Initial conceptual
layouts on Site 4 indicated impacts of 40 acres to Category 2 forested wetlands. However, as a
preliminary conceptual layout, this only included the primary building and the outbuildings; there was no
accounting for utilities, rail sidings or loading areas, stormwater management, trucking roads or parking.
Additionally, the Project building in the initial concept plans is anticipated to increase in size by 15 percent.
Updated preliminary project layouts incorporating this building size increase indicate that impacts to
approximately 68 acres of wetlands including approximately 65 acres of potentially Category 2 wetlands
and 600 linear feet of intermittent stream would be necessary on Site 4 (Figure 4).

The wetlands at Site 1 are 75% verified Category 1 and Category 2 non-forested wetlands while the
wetlands on Site 4 are 96% Category 2 (viewed by Ohio EPA but unverified) forested wetlands. Given
that the quantity of impacts at the two sites are similar, impacts to the mostly non-forested wetlands on
Site 1 would be less environmentally damaging than impacting approximately 68 acres of forested and
non-forested wetlands on Site 4. In addition, approximately 600 linear feet of intermittent stream would be
impacted on Site 4.

Site 4 is over 90% forested and at least 100-acres of trees will need to be cleared. Tree removal poses
an issue due to the potential for impacts to protected bat species. Presence/absence of protected bat
species has not been established for Site 4, while the Site 1 has a completed and approved bat survey
with USFWS concurrence that Site 1 is not being used by protected bat species. Comparing forest and
bat issues for the two sites, Site 1 has less environmental impacts as it has been documented that bats do
not use the Site.

Investigations into the electrical infrastructure in the area by GM experts reveal not enough power for the
new facilities on Site 1. A new regional substation would have to be constructed to feed the plant.
However, land area on-site could be allocated to accommodate this installation and to speed
development. On Site 4, the electrical feed from Ohio Edison would pose a very difficult challenge as this
site is fed from a separate grid and requires significant design. Additional property and easement
acquisition would be required for this site to be feasible.

Lastly, the acquisition process for Site 4 has been problematic. Verbal negotiations with the parcel owner
began well; however, marked up purchase documents were sent to the owner for review and no response
has been received. With the site needing to be acquired in early 2020, this has become an obstacle for
potential development of Site 4. On the other hand, the Applicant has completed negotiating and has
entered into a contract to buy Site 1 as of October of 2019.

The Applicant also prefers Site 1 over Site 4 for other development related reasons: (1) GM is already
familiar with Site 1 and capabilities of its surrounding infrastructure because Site 1 was originally part of
the Lordstown Assembly Plant complex; (2) Site 1, unlike Site 4, already has rail service immediately
adjacent to the boundary of Site 1 whereas Site 4 would require an extension of rail across Ellsworth-
Bailey Rd.; (3) the seller of Site 1 and GM have already completed significant due diligence (e.g.,
geotechnical samples) for Site 1 demonstrating that site construction is feasible and allowing timely
project design for Site 1 — an important factor given the Project’s timeline.
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To arrive at the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), a comparison was
made between Site 1 and Site 4 for the following factors: wetland impacts, stream impacts, quantity of
forest clearing, cultural resource impacts, and potential to impact protected bat species. In reviewing the
two alternatives, Site 1 has fewer higher quality wetland impacts, less forest clearing, no impacts to
cultural resources, and confirmation that protected bat species do not use the Site (Table 1). For these
reasons Site 1 is the LEDPA. Figure 6 contains the limits of disturbance for the preferred alternative
design drawings. Figure 7 depicts the preferred alternative with the delineated wetlands and streams.
Figure 8 contains cross sectional views of the Project.

Table 1 — Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternatives Comparison Matrix

SITE 1 - SITE 4 -
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTOR
NorthPoint Norfolk Southern 2
Category 1 19.91 1.58
Non-Forested
Category 2 29.30 1.13
We“azd Impacts Category 1 0.30 0.07
(Acres) Forested
Category 2 16.48 65.57
Total Wetland Impacts 65.99 68.35
Stream Impacts

(Linear Feet) 81 600
Forest Clearing (Acres) +/- 50 100+

USFWS Approved Bat Study with “Unlikely to Affect” Yes No

Determination
Yes Yes

Cultural Resources

Phase 1a Preliminary
Review Completed

No Adverse Effects
Anticipated

No Adverse Effects
Anticipated

Phase 1b Archaeological
Investigation Completed

Yes

No Effect on any

No

No Feld Investigations

Significant Resources Conducted
History of Architecture Yes No
Investigation Completed No Historic No Evaluation of
Properties Affected Historic Properties
L Envi lly D ing Practicabl
east Environmentally Damaging Practicable Yes No

2 ORAM scores at the Norfolk Southern site have not been verified the Ohio EPA
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5.24 On-Site Alternatives Analysis

In accordance with 40 CFR Part 230 and OAC 3745-1-05, the Applicant completed an analysis of on-site
alternatives to determine if there is an on-site alternative that would result in less water quality impacts.
This analysis included an evaluation of on-site avoidance of existing waters to determine if the site could
be re-designed without impacting some amount of wetland area or streams.

An initial configuration was developed that incorporated the three large process operations buildings into
one single structure. The building is required to be linear in nature to accommodate the equipment and
modules for the cell manufacturing processes. This option was considered due to its smaller overall
footprint. Despite this reduction, the size of the building was still large enough that no other alignment
other than north-south was practicable. As this design was further evaluated, it was discovered that fire
codes required the operations buildings be separated by a minimum of 60-feet. The single-building
approach was abandoned for the three-building configuration.

Due to the limited size and configuration of Site 1, the size of the proposed facility, building layout and
associated features necessary, and the spatial distribution of wetlands on-site, avoidance of impacting
wetland areas is not a practical option. Stream 2 will be completely avoided. The railroad spur along the
north end of the Site has been shortened sufficiently to avoid all impacts to Stream 2. Stream 1 cannot be
avoided due to the amount of grading required along that edge of the Site (Figure 5).

5.25 Avoidance

Avoidance considerations were factored into the alternatives analysis which included implementing the
Project without affecting water resources, re-designing the Project and/or making the Project footprint
smaller in order to fit the site without affecting water resources, identification of logistical issues (highway
access to the site, rail and high voltage power), and consideration of alternative sites.

Of the six large sites in the Mahoning Valley that were initially evaluated for development, five sites (Sites
1, 2, 3, 4, and 6) contained wetlands and/or streams. Those five sites would require a permit to impact
regulated wetland or stream resources to complete the proposed Project’'s purpose and need. The
remaining site, Site 5 does not have any mapped NWI wetlands or stream. Development of this site was
rejected as not practicable or feasible for several reasons. The site is not zoned industrial and required
the lengthy and uncertain approval process. The zoning approval would represent nearly a year’s delay in
the Project due to the need to pass referendum. A referendum would have to wait for the November 2020
ballot due to timing for multiple city council hearings and required timeframes to put an initiative on the
ballot. That significant a delay in the Project would result in lost markets due to failure to deliver a timely
product and costing in the range of $300 million in lost employee wages (Assuming 1,100 jobs at an
average salary of $25,000). Site 5 is nearly a mile away (straight line) from the nearest rail

line. Assuming that a safe alignment was possible, a rail spur to the site may require up to a mile and a
half of new line at a significant cost of $6.2 million. Furthermore, the most direct and feasible alignment
for this rail spur would have to cross multiple properties with mapped NWI wetlands which would require a
clean water act permit to impact. Obtaining right of way across multiple properties would be unlikely.
Lastly, Site 5 is traversed by a high pressure 6-inch natural gas line. This line runs approximately 2,300
linear feet across the site. The line would have to be relocated which would extend its length to
approximately 3,500 linear feet at a significant cost of $350,000. Site 5 would require significant additional
cost in time and money to develop and would still require a clean water act permit to make the site

12
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practicable. None of the sites that were potentially feasible can be developed without some degree of
impact to WOTUS and requiring a Clean Water Act permit.

The preferred Site 1 is approximately 158-acres which is at the lower range of the Project’s site need for
acreage. The Site is slightly irregular in shape which limits alignment options for a project with a large
building footprint. The site is also elevated in the center which will require significant grading to
accommodate the proposed several large buildings. The building is required to be linear in nature to
accommodate the equipment and modules for the battery cell manufacturing processes. These factors
contribute to the entire Site area needing to be utilized to fit all the required Project components. There is
no alignment or configuration of the required components that could be arranged that would allow the
Project to proceed without impacting resources and requiring a permit from the USACE. The Project is
also sized to meet an initial demand. Modifying or reducing the Project’s scale such that there would be
no resource impacts would make the Project infeasible and unable to meet production needs.

5.2.6 Minimization

The proposed Project requires approximately 1.6 million square feet of operational manufacturing space.
Additional space is required for attendant structures and features to provide various support functions
such as parking for employees, railroad sidings and loading areas, utility and access roads for trucks,
stormwater management facilities, a substation, an administration building, a guard house, hazardous
material storage, recycling, and a boiler. The Site is approximately 158-acres which is at the lower range
of the Project’s site need for acreage. The Site is also slightly irregular in shape which limits alignment
options for a project with such a large building footprint. The site is elevated in the center which will
require significant grading to accommodate the proposed several large buildings. With the large buildings
in the center, site grading and attendant structures must be placed around the perimeter. These factors
will contribute to nearly the entire Site area needing to be utilized to fit all the required Project
components. The Project is also sized to meet an initial demand. Modifying the Project’s scale would
make the Project infeasible and unable to meet production needs.

5.2.7 Mitigation

As described in the previous sections detailing the alternatives analysis, avoidance and minimization, it is
not practicable to implement the proposed Project without impacting water resources. Mitigation will be
necessary to offset losses from unavoidable impacts. The proposed mitigation is described in more detail
in Section 7 below.

For the proposed Project, the Applicant has evaluated multiple site within the Mahoning watershed for
mitigation potential with the goal of providing as many of the required credits at one location as possible.
The preferred mitigation site is an approximately 180-acre parcel of land located near Mosquito Creek
Lake. The current land use at the site is active agriculture. All wetland mitigation credits are anticipated
to be accommodated at this site. The land is publicly owned and will be protected in perpetuity with an
environmental covenant.

Availability of Mitigation Bank or In-Lieu Fee Programs

13
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There are no wetland banks that currently have mitigation credits available for the Mahoning River
watershed. The Applicant has reserved 13.9 in-lieu fee (ILF) wetland credits from the Nature
Conservancy. There are 10 ILF credits available with Stream + Wetland Foundation. As neither of these
programs can provide the needed amount of mitigation, the Application is identifying PRM with the intent
of providing all credits in one location.

The Stream +Wetland Foundation has 13,120 linear feet of ILF stream credits. ILF stream credits will be
purchased for mitigation of stream impacts.

5.3 Magnitude of the Proposed Lowering of Water Quality

The proposed Project will permanently impact a total of approximately 65.99 acres of jurisdictional
wetlands. A summary of wetland impacts is provided in Appendix A and a summary of stream impacts is
provided in Appendix B. These resources would be filled to accommodate the proposed manufacturing
facility and associated features. The potential impacts to habitat, biota, human health and welfare,
recreation, and aesthetics associated with these proposed fills are detailed below.

5.31 Stream Impacts:

Approximately 131 linear feet of unmapped ephemeral headwater streams are contained within the
Project area. The Site contains two streams; Stream 1 (81 linear feet) and Stream 2 (50 linear feet). A
total of 81 linear feet of Stream 1 will be permanently impacted by the Project. Stream 2 will not be
impacted by the Project. Stream 1 would be filled to accommodate the proposed development. Stream
characteristics are described in more detailed below, and stream impacts are provided in Appendix B.

5311 Stream 1

Stream 1 is an ephemeral stream that originates in the northern end of Wetland Z with the source of
hydrology being surface water run-off from within Wetland Z. The stream channel was dry in September
of 2019 and had about an inch of water in the channel in December of 2019. The channel is headcutting
and incised. The drainage area to the channel is approximately 61 acres. The dominant substrate types
are gravel and clay/hardpan. No aquatic macroinvertebrates or fish were observed during the December
site visit. The on-site channel drains to a railroad side ditch that drains southeast then north to Mud Creek
north of the Site. Stream 1 is of low value due to the ephemeral nature of its channel and the lack of
significant groundwater inputs. Stream 1 received a HHEI score of 30, which is consistent with an Ohio
EPA Class Il Modified PHWH stream classification.

The flow path from Stream 1 to Mud Creek to the confluence with the Mahoning River, as measured on
Google Earth using the USEPA’s Watershed Assessment, Tracking and Environmental Results System
(WATERS) kmz stream layer, is approximately 6.60 miles or 34,859 linear feet. The loss of 81 linear feet
of Stream 1 represents 0.2 percent of this flow path. This minimal loss within the Mud Creek and
Mahoning watershed will not significantly impact aquatic biota and will be replaced by on-site stormwater
management systems.
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5312 Stream 2

Stream 2 is an ephemeral stream that originates in the extreme northwestern portion of the Site and will
not be impacted due to avoidance measures. It is a small channel, dominated by gravel and clay/hardpan
and fed by a man-made upland ditch. Stream 2 exits the Site through a culvert under railroad tracks to
the northwest of the Site and continues to the north where it drains into an unnamed tributary to Mud
Creek. The riparian corridor of Stream 2 is very narrow containing mostly young red maple (Acer rubrum),
silky dogwood (Comus amomum), and glossy buckthorn (Frangula alnus) shrubs with an understory of
multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). The ordinary high-water mark (OHWM) is less than 1 meter wide and the
stream was flowing during the December 2019 site visit, which was in response to recent rain events. No
aquatic life was observed within Stream 2 during the site visit in December of 2019. Stream 2 received a
HHEI score of 25 which is consistent with an Ohio EPA Class | Modified PHWH stream classification.

The flow path from Stream 2 to the confluence with the Mahoning River via a small reach of Mud Creek,
as measured on Google Earth using the USEPA’'s WATERS kmz stream layer, is approximately 5.64
miles or 29,776 linear feet. There will be no impacts to Stream 2.

5.3.2 Wetland Impacts

Approximately 65.99 acres of wetland are within the Project area (Figure 2). This includes 20.21 acres of
Category 1 jurisdictional wetlands and 45.78 acres of Category 2 jurisdictional wetlands. The total
wetland area to be permanently impacted on the Site is approximately 65.99 acres. These resources
would be filled to accommodate the proposed development. Wetland impacts are provided in Appendix A.

No biological assessment of the wetlands on this Site was completed. The wetlands to be impacted range
from an ORAM score of 14 to 40.5. The Project’s impacts on amphibians are expected to be minimal as
the wetlands are disturbed or do not contain significant vernal pools. Most of the wetlands are heavily
disturbed and many of these wetlands are recently formed as a result of disturbance from recent logging
activities. The recovering conditions of these systems does not provide high quality habitat for
amphibians or macroinvertebrates. The recent timeframe from disturbance and low quality would not lend
to significant recruitment of species to these newly formed wetlands.

The site was historically agricultural. Farming ceased in the 1970’s and 1980’s. Wetlands on the
NorthPoint site were delineated on September 30, 2014 and October 1, 2014 by Terra Technologies, a
consulting firm based in Leawood, Kansas. Investigators from Terra Technologies observed ten (10)
wetlands on the site totaling 8.81 acres and three (3) stream segment totaling 2,597 linear feet on-site.
The delineation was submitted to the USACE in October 2014 (Figure 3).

In March 2015, a clearing company cut trees on much of the property. The tree stumps were not removed
in either uplands or wetlands. The USACE conducted a site visit in June 2015 and requested additional
information for the site. The USACE did not verify the results of the Terra Technologies delineation.

In April 2017, EMH&T and the USACE conducted a joint site visit to observe the current site conditions.
During that site visit, it appeared that wetlands on the site either had expanded outside their original
boundaries or were larger than originally delineated. Some other areas on the site appeared to be holding
water in uplands due to severe rutting caused by equipment used during the 2015 clearing activity.
According to the EMH&T 2017 report, it was agreed that these upland areas holding water would not be
considered wetlands at the time of the Corps April 2017 site visit.
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On May 22, 2017 through May 24, 2017, EMH&T conducted a delineation of the NorthPoint property. All
wetland boundaries were flagged and surveyed using a handheld GPS unit. Delineation datasheets were
completed for all delineated wetlands. EMH&T observed that the boundaries of most wetlands had
expanded in size since the 2014 Terra Technologies delineation was completed and several additional
wetlands were identified and delineated. EMH&T identified 24.56 acres of wetlands on-site, and 0.21 acre
of wetland in the right-of-way of Tod Ave SW, and three (3) stream segments totaling 3,040 linear feet on-
site. The Corps issued a preliminary jurisdictional determination (LRP 2014-1077) on December 20, 2017
based on EHM&T's 2017 wetland delineation (Figure 3).

On behalf of GM, GHD conducted a wetland delineation from October 15 to October 22, 2019 (Appendix
B). GHD reviewed the Terra Technologies and EMH&T reports prior to conducting field investigations.
GHD observed that most of the site had been recently logged and severely rutted by logging activities, as
noted by EHM&T in 2017. In addition to the wetland areas identified during previous delineations, GHD
observed that large parts of the site that were previously identified as uplands, and that were severely
rutted in 2015, are now dominated by a hydrophytic plant species, exhibited indicators of wetland
hydrology, and had soils with a depleted matrix and redox features in the upper 10 inches of the soil
profile. Based on these observations, GHD delineated 25 wetland areas totaling 65.99 acres on-site.
GHD also identified two ephemeral stream segments (Streams 1 and 2) totaling 131 linear feet on-site.
Two ephemeral man-made ditches (Ditches 1 and 2) were identified on-site. Ditch 1 totals 307.5 linear
feet on-site. Ditch 2 totals 2,965 linear feet on-site (Figure 3). The USACE and Ohio EPA inspected the
site on December 13, 2019. The USACE requested several minor revisions to the delineated wetland
boundaries which were made. Ohio EPA verified ORAM 5.0 scoring of the wetlands and verified the
extent of streams onsite.

It is GHD’s opinion that the additional wetlands identified in 2019 as compared to 2014 and 2017, are
clearly the result of the 2015 logging activities. The logging activities resulted in the disruption of the
normal plant communities, alteration of site drainage and evapotranspiration, and compaction and rutting
of the soils. These site conditions, coinciding with successive years of significantly above normal
precipitation, resulted in the expansion of the wetlands on the site and the formation of new wetland areas
in former upland areas on the site.

These newly formed wetlands have not had time to develop into moderate or high-quality resources.
Since they recently formed on uplands as a result of logging activities, they do not provide a significant
benefit in the overall watershed health. The wetlands are neither unique or rare in the state or local
region. Their loss will not adversely affect aquatic biota or the surrounding ecosystems.

5.3.3 Quality of Aquatic Community

The proposed wetland impacts are permanent and would result in the elimination of aquatic life from these
wetland areas. However, due to the recent significant disturbance and development of these wetlands,
loss of aquatic life will not be substantial. Impacts to aquatic life within the streams are expected to be
minimal. Stream 1 and Stream 2 are classified as ephemeral and therefore would not support long-lived
aquatic organisms. Due to the location, type of habitat present, and that there is no in-water work
proposed in a perennial stream, no state or federally listed aquatic species are anticipated to be affected.
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5.34 Impacts to Terrestrial Biota

Construction activities will impact the forest on both the northeast and southwest corners of the Project
area. ltis anticipated that approximately 40 acres of trees will be impacted out of the 47.17 acres of
wooded areas on the Site. Few terrestrial biota, including birds, amphibians, reptiles and small mammals
are expected to be disturbed or displaced during construction. These wildlife species could re-colonize to
similar habitats located on adjacent parcels. No impacts are anticipated to occur to endangered,
threatened or proposed listed terrestrial species, as suitable habitat does not exist on the Site to support
listed species. See Sections 4.3 and 4.4 for more detailed descriptions of federal and state listed species.

535 Human Health and Welfare Impacts

The surface waters on the Site are not used for direct contact recreation or as a direct source of drinking
water, therefore no impacts are expected to occur to human health.

5.3.5.1 Sanitary Sewer

The Project will not have any on-site sanitary wastewater treatment facilities. Sanitary waste from the Site
will primarily be from restroom facilities and will be sent to the Warren Municipal Wastewater Treatment
Plant. All process water for operations is recovered and reused and will not enter the sanitary sewer
system.

5.3.5.2 Stormwater Quantity Control

The Project will provide on-site stormwater management facilities to control for both water quality and
water quantity. The Project will conform with all aspects for stormwater management in the Ohio NPDES
General Construction Permit (Ohio EPA Permit No. OHC000005) including preparation of a Stormwater
Polliution Prevention Plan. Post-construction peak discharge rates will not exceed pre-construction peak
discharge rates per the Trumbull County stormwater regulations. Downstream sites will not be at greater
risk from flooding as a result of the Project.

5353 Hazardous Materials

The safe production of lithium-ion batteries does not result in any hazardous materials that will exit the
manufacturing plant and enter directly or indirectly into WOTUS either on-site or downstream off-site.
Minimizing the negative impacts of the Project is mainly associated with limiting the spread of pollution.
This will be achieved by conducting the process inside production halls, the use of atmosphere protection
devices (dust collectors, etc.), tight floors that are adapted to the stored substances of storage tanks,
designation of appropriate waste storage places, and compliance with the technological regime. The
Project will not affect the quantitative and chemical status of the groundwater; therefore, no negative
impacts are anticipated to WOTUS either on-site or downstream off-site.

Wastewater and waste management at the Site will be conducted in a manner that does not pose a threat
to the water and soil environment. Given that the Site is located in the FEMA-mapped flood zone X, the
risk of flood is low.
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Safety Data Sheets (SDS'’s) for all chemicals will be followed and available on-site. Electrolyte storage
tanks will be made of materials resistant to the substances stored in them and placed in a hardened area,
which will protect the soil and water environment. Transfer of electrolytes will take place under nitrogen
pressure eliminating the possibility of substance emission. Leakage sensors will also be located on the
valves. The tank unloading stand will be surrounded by a trough, equipped with sumps, and the floor will
be covered with chemical resistant resin. Used or expired mixtures of chemicals and laboratory reagents
will be selectively stored in closed, labelled containers, resistant to substances contained in waste, in a
separate location on the premises. The storage location will be protected against weather conditions and
unauthorized access. The warehouses will be equipped with drip trays, sorbent materials, and fire-fighting
equipment. The plant will be equipped with a fire sprinkler system and any transfer of materials will take
place over hardened areas equipped with separators. The transport of waste generated by the plant is
adapted to the type and amount of waste and is carried out through authorized qualified transport
companies. Air purification systems will be installed in product mixing areas, which will filter dust from the
air before it is directed into the atmosphere. Any required air permits will be obtained to ensure the safety
of air purification systems.

5.3.6 Recreational Impacts:

The size, type, and quality of the existing surface waters on the Site make recreational opportunities such
as fishing and swimming impractical. The area could potentially support passive recreation; however, the
Site is not currently used for any recreational activities.

5.3.7 Social, Economic and Aesthetic Impacts

No direct loss of jobs will occur due to the filling of the wetland areas located on Site, or due to the
proposed mitigation options. The recently purchased Lordstown Motors Corporation plant was formerly a
General Motors plant which ceased production in March 2019. With the transfer of employees to other
GM locations or to other positions outside GM, more than 1,400 jobs were lost in the local area. The
Project is expected to create more than 1,100 new jobs in the area and would positively impact the
economy. Since manufacturing brings in capital from outside the area rather than just recirculating it,
these new factory positions will increase the need for other support jobs in the region such as food
service, healthcare, education and retail. No direct or indirect lowering of property values is anticipated
due the construction of the proposed manufacturing facility. By returning jobs to the area, demand for
housing will increase and would bolster rather than lower housing costs. The highway infrastructure was
developed to accommodate the high volume of laborers at the automotive plant. With the Site being
located next to the Lordstown Motors Corporation plant, traffic will not create a burden to the surrounding
areas. The aesthetics of the local area will not be significantly impacted as there is already the Lordstown
Motors Corporation plant to the west, an active rail switching yard to the north and a large plant to the east
of the Project area.

5.4 Technical Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness

The JV will mass produce battery cells for future GM battery-electric vehicles. GM and LG will invest up to
a total of $2.3 billion to develop, build and tool a new battery cell manufacturing plant. This joint venture
brings together two leaders in battery cell science to develop and produce advanced battery cell
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technology. The JV will establish a battery cell assembly plant in the Mahoning Valley area and will create
more than 1,100 new jobs.

The state-of-the-art plant will use the most advanced manufacturing processes to produce cells in the
most efficient manner possible. The new plant will be extremely flexible and able to adapt to ongoing
advances in technology and materials. This new facility positions the Mahoning Valley as a major hub for
technology and electric vehicle manufacturing.

While this investment will have tremendously positive impact on the Lordstown area and the Mahoning
Valley, GM and LG are still developing their needs on a variety of issues related to the ultimate operation
of the new plant beyond the disclosed creation of more than 1,100 new jobs. Due to the fiercely
competitive nature of the automotive industry, additional details are confidential at this time.

5.5 Social and Economic Considerations

Trumbull County had an unemployment rate of 5.8% as of October 2019, according to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, and a poverty rate of 17.2% according to the U.S. Census Bureau. The most common
job groups in Lordstown, Ohio include production occupations, office and administrative support
occupations, and management occupations. The GM plant ceased production in March of 2019, and
approximately 1,400 people either relocated with GM or took on other employment. More than 1,400 local
jobs were lost in the area. The new facility is expected to create over 1,100 permanent jobs in addition to
many temporary construction positions. These positions would generate an increase in local and state tax
revenues annually. This would decrease the current unemployment rate and increase the median
household income. The median household income for Trumbull County in 2017 was $45,380, compared
to the $57,652 average for the United States. Revenues from construction employment, as well as local
expenditures by both the construction companies (materials) and non-local construction workings (for
temporary housing, food, and entertainment) will benefit the local economy. Jobs created from the Project
would have significant, positive social and economic impacts for the surrounding area.

5.6 Cumulative Impact

Years of agriculture and industrial/municipal sources of pollution dating back to the industrial revolution
have degraded the water quality of the lower Mahoning River. Per The Biological and Water Quality
Study of the Lower Mahoning River Watershed 2011, 2013 (Ohio EPA, 2018), biological communities in
the Mahoning River have experienced impressive reestablishment due to the elimination of pollution
sources, removal or toxic discharges, improved chemical water quality, decreases in ammonia and
phosphorous concentrations and improved wastewater treatment. Approximately half of the lower
Mahoning River mainstem is developed in Ohio. Once it crosses into Pennsylvania, the Mahoning River
maintains a riparian buffer.

Historically, the Site was used for agriculture but contained a few wooded areas up until the 1980’s. The
Site was then used for natural gas purposes in the 1990’s when a natural gas well, gas collection lines, a
gas meter and a small oil collection tank were installed. In 2015, about 75% of the Site was clear cut
while the other 25% was selectively logged. These logging activities caused an increase in overall
wetland area due to loss of evapotranspiration from the trees and newly created depressions and ruts
caused by the logging equipment.
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The recently purchased Lordstown Motors Corporation plant is located to the west and south of the Site,
industrial and agricultural uses are located to the east, and rail lines are to the north. Dating back to the
early 1990’s, the majority of the Mud Creek subwatershed was agricultural. Adjacent to the Lordstown
Motors Corporation plant, HomeGoods, Inc. is developing a 1.2 million square foot distribution center
building, associated parking lots, storm water detention pond, and access driveways. This development is
expected to be completed in 2020.

The Applicant is fully mitigating within the Mahoning River watershed all its impacts to aquatic resources
to off-set potential cumulative impacts to the watershed. Any other impacts to regulated waters of the
U.S. will have to go through the Section 404/401 permitting and mitigation process.

5.7 Indirect (Secondary) Impacts

The ecological and hydrological functions of the on-site wetlands would be reduced by the Project, as
there will be impacts to 81 linear feet of ephemeral stream and 65.99 acres of jurisdictional wetlands.
About 40 acres of these wetlands are newly formed wetlands that were caused by severe rutting and
disturbances in former uplands in 2015. These newly formed wetlands have limited wetland functions and
values due to their origin and age. These surface water resources would be impacted to allow for the
development of the Project and the associated infrastructure. To offset permanent impacts to stream and
wetland areas, the Applicant will be providing compensatory mitigation (See Section 7). The Project is at
the top of the watershed, therefore there are no upstream indirect effects and no potential barriers to
movement for aquatic species. Riparian buffers on-site were already impacted due to recent logging
activities. The on-site stormwater management system will not increase discharge volumes or rates and
will maintain stream flow regimes. The stormwater management system will be designed to be protective
of downstream aquatic resources in accordance with local regulations.

The site is at the top of the watershed. The areas downstream of the Site has been previously impacted
by rail and other industrial uses. Possible indirect impacts off-site due to development include variation of
surface water temperatures in the streams and the potential for sediment to enter downstream surface
waters. Best Management Practices (BMP’s), including the use of erosion control barriers, will be utilized
to prevent and mitigate potential thermal impacts and sediment pollution of downstream resources. There
are no anticipated increases in stormwater discharge rates or volumes (See Section 5.8) and required
water quality standards will be maintained.

5.8 Stormwater Management Plans

5.8.1 Construction Stormwater Management Plans

The Project will develop a construction stormwater management plan as part of its construction
stormwater general permit. Site controls will be implemented during construction to control for discharges
such as sediment, concrete truck washout, construction chemicals and debris. Sediment is the greatest
pollutant of concern during construction activities. On-site sediment basins and sediment barriers will be
implemented to control all sediment related discharges.
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5.8.2 Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plans

The Project will provide on-site stormwater management facilities to control for both water quality and
water quantity. The Project will conform with all aspects for stormwater management in the Ohio NPDES
General Construction permit (Ohio EPA Permit No. OHC000005) including preparation of a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (Figure 9). Post-construction peak discharge rates will not exceed pre-
construction peak discharge rates per the Trumbull County stormwater regulations.

6 PROJECT MAPPING

6.1 Existing Conditions

Below is a list of existing conditions maps required for the Section 401 water quality certification
application.

Topographic Map
A topographic map is provided as Figure 1.1.1 at a 1:24,000 scale and Figure 1.1.2 at a 1:9,600 scale.

Aerial Photography
Aerial photography is provided in Figure 1.2 at a 1:12,000 scale.

Vicinity Map

A vicinity aerial map is provided as Figure 1.3.1 at a 1:24,000 scale. A vicinity land use map is provided as
Figure 1.3.2 at a 1:24,000 scale.

Floodplain/Flood Control Map
A FEMA flood hazard zone map is provided as Figure 1.4 at a 1:12,000 scale.

Other Maps

A wetland location map is provided as Figure 2 at a 1:2,400 scale. A wetland delineations map 2014-
2017-2019 map is provided as Figure 3 at a 1:2,400 scale.

6.2 Project Plan Drawings

Below are project plan drawings in support of the materials described in this application.

Off-site Alternatives

An off-site alternatives map is provided as Figure 4.
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On-site Alternatives

An on-site alternatives map is provided as Figure 5.

Site Map

A map of the preferred alternative design drawings is provided as Figure 6. A map of the preferred
alternative design drawings with delineated wetlands and streams is provided as Figure 7.

Cross Sections of Structures, Features and/or Details of the Project

Cross sectional views of the Site are provided in Figure 8.

7 PROPOSED MITGATION PLAN

A mitigation plan is required for this Project as part of OAC 3745-1-54. The proposed mitigation plan
follows the standards and criteria outlined in 33 CFR 332 for compensatory mitigation. There are no
mitigation bank credits available in the Mahoning River watershed. The Applicant proposes to develop
Permitee-Responsible Mitigation on an approximately 180-acre site near Mosquito Creek Lake.
Additionally, the Applicant proposes to purchase in-lieu fee stream credits from the Stream + Wetland
Foundation. The proposed mitigation plan is included in Appendix I.

arcadis.com
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In April 2017, EMH&T, Inc. and the USACE conducted a joint Site visit to observe the current Site
conditions. During that Site visit, it appeared that wetlands on the Site either had expanded outside
their original boundaries or were larger than originally delineated. Some other areas on the Site
appeared to be holding water in uplands due to severe rutting caused by equipment used during the
2015 clearing activity. According to the EMH&T 2017 report, it was agreed that these upland areas
holding water would not be considered wetlands at the time of the Corps April 2017 Site visit.

On May 22, 2017 through May 24, 2017, EMH&T conducted a wetland delineation of the site. All
wetland boundaries were flagged and surveyed using a handheld GPS unit. EMH&T observed that
the boundaries of most wetlands had expanded in size since the 2014 Terra Technologies delineation
was completed and several additional wetlands were identified and delineated. EMH&T identified
24.56 acres of wetlands on the Site, 0.21 acre of wetland in the right-of-way of Tod Ave SW, and three
(3) stream segments totaling 3,040 linear feet on the Site. The USACE issued a preliminary
jurisdictional determination (LRP 2014-1077) on December 20, 2017 based on EMH&T’s 2017
wetland delineation.

On behalf of General Motors, LLC, GHD conducted a wetland delineation on the Site during the period
of October 15 through the 22, 2019. GHD reviewed the Terra Technologies and EMH&T reports prior
to conducting our field investigations. GHD observed that most of the Site had been recently logged
and severely rutted by logging activities, as noted by EMH&T in their 2017 report. In addition to the
wetland areas identified during previous delineations, GHD observed that large parts of the site that
were previously identified as uplands, and that were severely rutted in 2015, are now dominated by
hydrophytic plants, exhibited indicators of wetland hydrology, and had soils with a depleted matrix and
redox features in the upper 10 inches of the soil profile. Based on these observations, GHD
delineated 25 wetland areas totaling 65.99 acres on the Site. GHD also identified two ephemeral
stream segments (Streams 1 and 2) totaling 131 linear feet on the Site. Two ephemeral man-made
ditches (Ditches 1 and 2) were identified on-site. Ditch 1 totals 307.5 linear feet on the Site. Ditch 2
totals 2,965 linear feet on the Site.

2. Wetland Delineation Methodology

GHD'’s wetland delineation was conducted using the methods in the Corps of Engineers 1987
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-87-1) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast (Version 2.0, January 2012).
According to these methods, wetlands are typically identified by the presence of three parameters: the
dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, the presence of hydric soils, and positive indicators of wetland
hydrology. Typically, all three parameters must be present for an area to be considered wetlands.
However, in areas where one or more of the wetland parameters are significantly disturbed (e.g.,
recently cleared or graded areas) the undisturbed parameters, examination of similarly situated
undisturbed adjoining areas, and professional judgment were used to delineate the extent of wetlands.
Other waters (e.g., streams, rivers, ponds, etc.) were delineated by identifying the Ordinary High
Water Mark (OHWM) along these water features, where present. Two man-made ditches occur on
the Site. While these linear drainage features periodically convey surface water, they were created by
excavation and lack a defined streambed containing alluvial substrates and stream banks.
Accordingly, these features were identified in this report as man-made ditches.



Prior to conducting our field investigation, GHD reviewed secondary sources of data for the project
area including the Warren, Ohio 7.5-minute USGS topographic map (Figure 1), aerial photographs
(Figures 2A through 2E), NRCS soil survey (Figure 3), and USFWS National Wetlands Inventory map
(Figure 4). These secondary resources are often useful in identifying areas that may contain wetlands
or other waters. Following review of secondary resources. GHD then conducted a field investigation
to delineate the boundaries of wetlands and other waters on the Site. The vegetation, soil profiles,
and hydrologic indicators were examined at locations across the Site and the boundaries between
wetlands and uplands were determined based on the USACE methods. Documentation of the
wetland parameters at data point locations was recorded on Wetland Determination Data Forms. The
wetland boundaries were flagged in the field, surveyed using sub-meter accuracy GPS, and plotted on
a topographic base map of the Site. Color photographs were also taken as documentation.

3. RESULTS

3.1 REVIEW OF SECONDARY DATA

Review of the USGS map for the Site (Figure 1) indicates that the Site is gently sloping from a high
point in the approximate center of the Site towards the Site boundaries. The highest point is in the
south-central part of the Site and is shown with an elevation of 1009 feet above mean sea level. The
western half of the Site drains to the west while the eastern half drains to the east. A small square
pond is shown in the south center part of the Site. No streams are identified on the Site by the USGS
map.

Review of historical and recent aerial photographs (Figure 2A-2E) indicates the Site was historically
farmed. Farming ceased in the 1970s and 1980s. The Site underwent succession from farmlands to
woodlands over several decades. In 2015, about 75 percent of the property was clear-cut and the
remainder was selectively logged. Evidence of significant disturbance (clearing and rutting) across
the Site related to the logging is evident in photographs after 2015. The Site is currently vacant. The
site is bordered to the west by a wooded area connected to the former Lordstown Assembly Plant, to
the east by Tod Avenue SW (State Route 45), to the north by rail lines, and to the south by industrial
lands and a wooded area.

Review of the NRCS web soil survey (Figure 3) indicates the following soil series are located in the
Site.

Map Unit

Symbol Map Unit Name NRCS Hydric Status
LrC |Lordstown loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes Non-Hydric
RsB |Rittman silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes Non-Hydric
Ud Udorthents, loamy Non-Hydric

Predominantly Non-Hydric. May contain up to 10
ercent Frenchtown soils (hydric) in depressions.

Predominantly Non-Hydric. May contain up to 8
ercent Frenchtown soils (hydric) in depressions.

WbA |Wadsworth silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

WbB |Wadsworth silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes




Five soil series are mapped on the Site. They are the Rittman silt loam, Udorthents, Lordstown loam,
and Wadsworth silt loam (0 to 2 percent slopes and 2 to 6 percent slopes). The Wadsworth silt loam
series covers the majority of the Site. The Rittman silt loam series runs northwest to southeast on the
higher parts of the Site and connects two areas of Udorthents, which are mapped at the northern Site
boundary and the southeast boundary of the Site. The Lordstown loam series occupies a small area
at the east-northeast corner of the Site. The Wadsworth silt loam is generally found at lower
elevations while the Rittman and Lordstown loam generally occupy higher elevations on the Site.

Review of the USFWS NWI map (Figure 4) maps a small freshwater emergent wetland in the north-
central portion of the Site. The NWI map does not show any other wetlands or riverine systems on the
Site.

3.2 Results of Wetland Delineation

GHD delineated 25 areas of wetlands totaling 65.99 acres and two watercourses totaling 131 linear
feet on the Site. The boundaries of wetlands and watercourses delineated by GHD are shown on the
Wetland Location Map in Appendix A and are discussed below. A summary of the delineated
wetlands and other waters is provided on the Wetland Location Plan in Appendix A.

3.21 Area A

Area A is a 9.37-acre palustrine emergent (PEM) wetland with a small component of forested wetland
located at lower elevations along the northern and western Site boundaries. Much of Area A appears
to have formed in depressions and poorly drained, rutted compacted soils as a result of logging in
2015. Dominant species in Area A included dark-green bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens), cottongrass
bulrush (Scirpus cyperinus), fragile-stem american-aster (Symphyotrichum racemosum), northern
spicebush (Lindera benzoin), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), parasol white-top
(Doellingeria umbellata), american wild mint (Mentha arvensis), common fox sedge (Carex
vulpinoidea), wrinkle-leaf goldenrod (Solidago rugosa), lamp rush (Juncus effuses), rice cut grass
(Leersia oryzoides), rambler rose (Rosa multiflora), glossy false buckthorn (Frangula alnus syn.
Rhamnus frangula), red maple (Acer rubrum) saplings, pin oak (Quercus palustris) saplings, and silky
dogwood (Cornus amomum). Soils in Area A are variable due to disturbances associated with the
logging in 2015. Soils generally exhibited a very dark brown (10YR 2/2) to dark grayish brown (10YR
4/2) A horizon underlain by dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) and 10YR 5/1 (gray) soils containing
between 5% and 40% prominent redox concentrations in the matrix and pore linings. These
conditions meet the depleted matrix (F3) hydric soil criteria. At the time of the investigation, primary
indicators of hydrology were only present at DP23. All data points sampled in Area A met at least two
secondary indicators of wetland hydrology including geomorphic position (D2) and passing FAC-
Neutral Test (D5). Area A is documented on Data Forms DP16, DP17, DP18, DP19, and DP23 in
Appendix B and the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.22 AreaB

Area B is a 8.82-acre PEM wetland located along the western Site boundary. Area B appears to have
recently formed on depressions and poorly drained, compacted soils resulting from logging in 2015.
Area B is dominated by glossy false buckthorn, cottongrass bulrush (Scirpus cyperinus), lamp rush,
and rambler rose. Soils in Area B exhibited a dark gray (10YR 4/1) matrix with 7% to 20% dark
yellowish brown (10YR 4/4 and 10YR 4/6) redox concentrations in the matrix and pore linings in the



upper 12 inches. This meets the F3 hydric soil indicator. Wetland hydrology present included areas
of shallow surface water (Indicator A1), geomorphic position (D2), microtopographic relief (D4), and
passing FAC-Neutral Test (D5). Area B is documented on Data Form DP20 and DP25 included in
Appendix B and the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.23 AreaH

Area H is a 2.86-acre palustrine forested (PFO) and emergent / scrub-shrub (PEM/SS) wetland
located in the southwestern corner of the Site. Area H was selectively logged in 2015 and thus
contains some areas with an open canopy and some areas with a tree canopy where trees remained
after the logging. Area H is bordered on the south and west by a chainlink perimeter fence. Dominant
species in Area H included shag-bark hickory (Carya ovata), northern spicebush, red maple, lamp
rush, dark-green bulrush, arrow-leaf tearthumb (Persicaria saggittata), and rambler rose. Soils in Area
H generally exhibited a very dark gray (10YR 3/1) surface layer from 0” to 2” which was underlain from
2" to 9” by a dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) matrix containing 5% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4)
redox concentrations in the matrix. This meets the F3 hydric soil criteria. At the time of the
investigation, primary indicators of hydrology included saturation (A3) at the surface. Secondary
indicators of wetland hydrology present included geomorphic position (D2) and a passing FAC-Neutral
Test (D5). Area H is documented on Data Form DP40 included in Appendix B and the color
photographs in Appendix C.

3.24 AreaS

Area S is a 9.44-acre PEM and PFO wetland located in the southern portion of the Site. Area S
occupies parts of the Site that were clear-cut and partially clear-cut in 2015. Much of Area S appears
to have recently formed in areas severely disturbed during the 2015 logging. The eastern portions of
Area S are primarily PEM wetlands (clear-cut areas). The western portions are PFO wetlands
(selectively cut areas). Dominant species in Area S include red maple, northern spicebush, canada
goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), lamp rush, gray dogwood (Cornus racemosa), wrinkle-leaf
goldenrod, shag-bark hickory, dark-green bulrush, arrow-leaf tearthumb, and rambler rose. Soils in
Area S generally exhibited a dark gray (10YR 4/1) to dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) matrix (F3) from
0" to 9” with 6% to 9% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) to yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) redox
concentrations in the matrix, meeting the F3 hydric soil criteria. At the time of the investigation,
saturation (A3), a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, was found at the surface. Secondary
indicators of wetland hydrology present in Area S included geomorphic position (D2) and a passing
FAC-Neutral Test (D5). Area S is documented on Data Forms DP35, DP37, and DP39 included in
Appendix B. Color photographs are provided in Appendix C.

3.25 Areal

Area U is a 2.0-acre PEM wetland located in the south-central portion of the Site. Area U occupies a
part of the Site that was clear-cut in 2015. Dominant species in Area U include rambler rose, quaking
aspen (Populus tremuloides), lamp rush, wrinkle-leaf goldenrod, and fragile-stem american aster.
Soils in Area U generally exhibited a very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) surface layer to a depth of 5”
which contained 4% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) redox concentration in the matrix. From a depth
of 5" to 15" soils exhibited a dark gray (10YR 4/1) matrix with 5% yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) redox
concentrations in the matrix., meeting the F3 hydric soil criteria At the time of the investigation,
saturation (A3), a primary indicator of wetland hydrology, was found at the surface. Geomorphic



position (D2), a secondary indicator of wetland hydrology, was the only secondary indicator found in
Area U. Area U is documented on Data Form DP28 included in Appendix B and the color
photographs in Appendix C.

3.26 AreaW

Area W is a 0.01-acre PEM wetland located in a small depression abutting the existing access road in
the east-central portion of the Site. Area W likely formed as a direct result of former logging activities
in 2015. Area W is sparsely vegetated and dominated by narrow-leaf cattail (Typha angustifolia). Soil
in Area W exhibited a dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) matrix containing 2% dark yellowish brown
(10YR 4/4) redox concentrations in the matrix, meeting the F3 hydric soil criteria. Auger refusal
occurred at a depth of 8" due to a rock or gravel layer likely associated with the gas pad at this
location. At the time of the investigation, primary indicators of hydrology were surface water (A1) and
saturation (A3). Area W is documented in the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.27 AreaX

Area X is a 4.86-acre PEM and PEM/SS wetland located in the eastern part of the Site along Tod Ave
SW. Dominant vegetation in Area X included silky dogwood, glossy false buckthorn, lamp rush,
wrinkle-leaf goldenrod, and common reed (Phragmites australis). Soil in Area X generally exhibited a
very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) surface layer to 3" underlain by an 8” layer of dark grayish brown
(10YR 4/2) matrix with 4% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/6) redox concentrations. At the time of the
investigation, portions of Area X were saturated at the surface. Secondary indicators of wetland
hydrology present included geomorphic position (D2) and a passing FAC-Neutral Test (D5). Area X is
documented on Data Forms DP30 included in Appendix B and the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.28 AreaY

Area Y is a 0.01-acre PEM wetland located in a small depression abutting the north side of the
driveway to the Site off Tod Ave SW. Dominant vegetation in Area Y included narrow-leaf cattail, gray
dogwood, and rambler rose. Soil in Area W exhibited a dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) depleted
matrix containing 2% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) redox concentrations in the matrix, meeting the
F3 hydric soil criteria. At the time of the investigation, primary indicators of hydrology were surface
water (A1) and saturation (A3). Area Y is documented in the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.29 AreaZ

Area Z is a 26.79-acre PEM and PFO wetland located in the eastern and northeaster portions of the
Site. Area Z occupies land that was both clear cut and selectively logged in 2015, with the PEM
wetlands occurring on areas that were clear-cut and PFO wetlands occurring on areas that were
selectively logged. Large parts of Area Z appear to have recently formed on rutting and in
depressions and compacted soils resulting from the logging in 2015. Dominant vegetation in Area Z
included pin oak, red maple, silky dogwood, quaking aspen, american hornbeam, american elm,
glossy false buckthorn, northern spicebush, reed canary grass, fragile-stem american aster, lamp
rush, tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima), wrinkle-leaf goldenrod, halberd-leaf tearthumb, rambler rose,
dark-green bulrush, broad-leaf cattail, arrow-leaf tearthumb, and japanese stilt grass. Soils in Area Z
generally exhibited a dark gray (10YR 4/1) to dark grayish brown surface layer underlain by a dark
gray matrix with 2% to 20% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4 and 10YR 4/6) redox concentrations.
This profile meets the F3 hydric soil indicator. Primary indicators of wetland hydrology were largely



absent at data points examined in Area Z at the time of our investigation. However, surface water
(A1) 1" deep was observed at DP24 and secondary indicators of wetland hydrology present among all
sampling locations in Area Z included drainage patters (B10), geomorphic position (D2), passing the
FAC-Neutral Test (D5). Area Z is documented on Data Forms DP01, DP03, DP04, DP06, DP08,
DPQ9, DP11, DP13, DP14, DP15, and DP24 included in Appendix B and the color photographs in
Appendix C.

3.2.10 Areas C-F, IR, T,andV

Areas C-F, I-R, T, and V are a mosaic of small wetlands in the southwestern and south-central part of
the Site that appear to be predominantly the result of rutting, soil compaction, and access roads from
the logging in 2015. Areas C-F, I-R, T, and V includes PFO wetland Areas C, D, E, F, |, J, K, L, M, N,
and P totaling 0.66 acre, PEM/SS wetland Areas O, Q, and R totaling 0.83 acre, and PEM wetland
Areas T and V totaling 0.34 acre. Dominant vegetation in Areas C-F, I-R, T, and V included red
maple, pin oak, shag-bark hickory, northern spicebush, gray dogwood, glossy false buckthorn, rambler
rose, lamp rush, japanese honeysuckle, dark-green bulrush, sensitive fern, jumpseed, narrow-leaf
cattail, and reed canary grass. Soil observed in Area C-F, I-R, T, and V is variable but generally
exhibited a dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) surface with 2% to 3% dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4)
redox concentrations in the matrix meeting the F3 hydric soil criteria. The underlying soil to at least
12” generally exhibited a gray (10YR 5/1) to grayish brown (10YR 4/2) matrix with between 10% and
30% yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) redox concentrations in the matrix. At the time of the investigation,
saturation (A3) was found at most locations within Areas C-F, I-R, T, and V. All sampling locations in
Area C-F, I-R, T, and V exhibited the secondary indicators geomorphic position (D2) and passing
FAC-Neutral Test (D5). Area C-F, I-R, T, and V is documented on Data Forms DP27, DP32, DP33,
and DP34 included in Appendix B and the color photographs in Appendix C.

3.2.11 Stream 1

Stream 1 is an ephemeral first order unnamed tributary (UNT) to Mud Creek in the northeastern
portion of the Site. Stream 1 receives surface runoff from Area Z and the surrounding uplands on the
Site. The segment of Stream 1 on the Site begins in Wetland Z and extends approximately 81 linear
feet LF to the northern property line. The channel is approximately 1.5 meters wide at maximum bank
full width, has a low gradient and no sinuosity. Stream 1 appears to be highly influenced by
stormwater runoff and was dry at the time of our investigation. The on-Site segment of Stream 1 does
not support fish, long-lived aquatic macroinveriebrates, or other aquatic organisms that rely on
perennial or seasonal flow. Stream 1 flows off-Site to the east in a railroad side ditch and then north in
a culvert beneath the existing rail lines. Stream 1 is documented in the color photographs in Appendix
C.

3.2.12 Stream 2

Stream 2 is an ephemeral first order UNT to Mud Creek in the northwest corner of the Site. Stream 2
originates in Area A and extends 50 feet to the northern property boundary. Stream 2 receives
surface run-off from Area A, the surrounding uplands, and Ditch 2. Stream 2 appears to be highly
influenced by stormwater runoff and is dry most of the year. The on-Site segment of Stream 2 does
not support fish, long-lived aquatic macroinveriebrates, or other aquatic organisms that rely on
perennial or seasonal flow. At the time of the investigation, Stream 2 lacked flowing water but areas
of shallow standing water were present in isolated spots. Stream 2 has a maximum bankfull width of



approximately 1 meter, has a low gradient, and no sinuosity. Stream 2 flows off-Site and into a culvert
that flows northwest under the existing rail lines. The watercourse is documented in the color
photographs in Appendix C.

3.2.13 Ditches

GHD identified two man-made ditches (Ditch 1 and 2) on the Site as identified on the map in Appendix
A. Ditch 1 occurs in the southeastern portion of the Site and conveys surface water from Wetland
Area U through a culvert to Wetland Area X. Ditch 2 occurs along the western property line. The
southern portion of Ditch 2 flows south along the fence and onto the former GM Lordstown Facility.
The northern portion of Ditch 2 flows north through Wetland B and A and discharges to Stream 2.

Both ditches flow in response to rainfall and appeared to lack a baseflow.

3.2.14 Uplands

Uplands on the Site total 92.225 acres and consist of open field, gravel access roads, and selectively
logged woods. Evidence of the 2015 logging operations are evident throughout the uplands on the
Site. Dominant upland vegetation included northern white oak (Quercus alba), black cherry (Prunus
serotina), pin oak, black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), northern spicebush, bristly dewberry (Rubus
hispidus), rambler rose, autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata), glossy false buckthorn, parasol white-
top, reed canary grass, lamp rush, silky dogwood, woodland strawberry, orchard grass (Dactylis
glomerata), garlic-mustard (Alliaria petiolata), jumpseed, white avens (Geum canadense), fragile-stem
american-aster, tall goldenrod, wrinkle-leaf goldenrod, and quaking aspen. Upland soils observed to a
depth of 18” generally ranged from a brown (10YR 4/3 or 10YR 5/3) to very dark brown (10YR 3/2) silt
loam matrix with mostly absent but at most 1% redox concentrations. All soils observed exhibited a
silt loam texture. Primary indicators of wetland hydrology were generally absent in the uplands.
However, one secondary indicator of wetland hydrology, a passing FAC-Neutral Test (D5), was
observed at data point locations DP12, DP22, DP29, and DP41.

The uplands are documented on Data Forms DP02, DP05, DP07, DP10, DP12, DP21, DP22, DP26,
DP29, DP31, DP36, and DP41 included in Appendix B and the color photographs in Appendix C.

4. ORAM Scoring

Wetlands present on the Site were evaluated on December 2, 2019 using the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency’s (OEPA) Ohio Rapid Assessment Method (ORAM) for Wetlands version 5.0. The
following qualitative metrics were evaluated using the ORAM methodology.

e Metric 1. Wetland Area (size)

e Metric 2. Upland buffers and surrounding land use

e Metric 3. Hydrology

e Metric 4. Habitat Alteration and Development

e Metric 5. Special Wetlands

e Metric 6. Plant communities, interspersion, and microtopography

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) inspected the site and verified the ORAM scoring on
the wetlands on the Site as shown in the following table.



Metric Grand
Wetland ID Total Category
1 2 3 4 5 6 (max 100)
A 3 6 6.5 6.5 0 6 28 1
B 3 7 6.5 6.5 0 4 265 1
C-F,I-R, T,V 2 10 6.5 6.5 0 8 33 2
H 2 11 9.5 8 0 10 40.5 2
S 3 7 6.5 7.5 0 12 36 2
u 2 7 6.5 6.5 0 3 25 1
w 0 3 5 6 0 0 14 1
X 3 7 6.5 6.5 0 8 31 2
Y 0 4 8 5.5 0 1 18.5 1
z 5 6 6.5 7.5 0 10 35 2

S. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

GHD conducted a wetland delineation at the 158.215-acre Site located in the City of Lordstown,
Trumbull County, Ohio in September 2019. The wetland delineation was conducted in accordance
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual and supplemental regional
manual methods. GHD identified and delineated 25 wetland areas totaling 65.99 acres on the Site.
The remaining 92.225 acres were identified as uplands. GHD also identified two ephemeral stream
segments (Streams 1 and 2) totaling 131 linear feet on the Site. Two ephemeral man-made ditches
(Ditches 1 and 2) were identified on-site. Ditch 1 totals 307.5 linear feet on the Site. Ditch 2 totals
2,965 linear feet on the Site. Wetlands and streams delineated within the Study Area are shown on
the Wetland Location Map in Appendix A. All of the wetlands and streams identified by GHD are likely
to be jurisdictional under Section 404.

Logging activities on the Site in 2015 caused significant alterations to the Site topography, surface
drainage, and soil compaction, which were apparent during GHD’s field investigation. These
disturbances created conditions conducive to the temporary ponding and perching of precipitation in
areas that were previously identified as uplands. It is GHD’s opinion that these logging disturbances,
co-occurring with successive years of well above normal precipitation, resulted in the expansion of
wetlands and the formation of new wetlands in former upland areas on the Site. Based on previous
wetland delineations completed on the Site in 2014 and 2017 as compared to GHD’s 2019
delineation, approximately 41.43 acres of wetlands have formed since the 2017 PJD was issued by
the USACE in areas previously identified as uplands.

Wetlands that form on uplands as a result of recent disturbances, such as logging, usually exhibit
lower wetland functions and societal values. They often exhibit lower species richness and diversity,
higher susceptibility to invasion by non-native species, and limited habitat values. Based on the
extent of disturbance that occurred in 2015 and our current observations of these areas, it is our
opinion that the majority of the recently formed wetlands on the Site would be unlikely to provide a
high level of wetland function and value over time.
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Hydric Rating by Map Unit—Trumbull County, Ohio

Hydric Rating by Map Unit

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

LrB Lordstown loam, 2to6 |0 104 3.3%
percent slopes

LrC Lordstown loam, 6to 12 |0 16.3 5.2%
percent slopes

LyB Loudonville silt loam,2 |0 27 0.9%
to 6 percent slopes

RsB Rittman silt loam, 2to 6 |0 21.0 6.7%
percent slopes

Sc Sebring silt loam, till 90 4.0 1.3%
substratum, 0 to 2
percent slopes

Ud Udorthents, loamy 0 53.0 16.9%

Ur Urban land 0 0.8 0.2%

WbA Wadsworth silt loam,0 |10 941 30.1%
to 2 percent slopes

WbB Wadsworth silt loam, 2 |8 110.7 35.4%
to 6 percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 313.0 100.0%

USDA

s
|

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Web Soil Survey

12/9/2019
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DPO1
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 | 5. 41.152210

Long: -80.858222 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DPO1

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Domman(f:e Test wo:(sheet:
; ; Number of Dominant Species

1. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 10 YES FACW That Are OBL, FACW., or FAC: 6 A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 ] - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ 1000%  (a/B)
6. - - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

50% = 20% = 10 = Total Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 15’ ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
4. Acer rubrum (Red Maple) 15 YES  FAC FAC species x3= 0
o Cornus amomum (Silky Dogwood) 10 YES  FACW FACUspecies ___ x4= g
3. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 5 NO FACW UPL species  ________ x5=

' Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)

4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7 - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

50% = 20% = 30 - Total Cover Y 2-Dominance Test is >50%1
__ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) . L4 . -
- . . o~ 4 - Morphological Adaptations” (Provide supportin
1. Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary Grass) 40 YES FACW — datapin Ré’marks orpon a sep(a,ate sheet‘))p g
o Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American Aster) 35 YES FACW ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 35 YES OBL
' S rovi Dark.G Bulrush 25 NO onL "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Scirpus atrovirens (Dark-Green Bulrush) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
S. - - Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. N -
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
11 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
135 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - .
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).

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



SOIL

Sampling Point: DPO1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 3/1 100 SiL
6-14 10YR 3/1 98 10YR 4/4 2 C M SiL
14-18 10YR 3/1 30 10YR 4/1 66 D M CL
10YR 4/6 4 C M

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

: Stratified Layers (A5)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP02
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex Slope (%): 3-6

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 | 5. 41.152377

Long: -80.858633 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

Are Vegetation v .soil_¥Y or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ ¥
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¥

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland? Yes

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

No/

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: DP02

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status

1. - -

2. - -

3. - -

4. - -

5. - -

6. - -

7. - -
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' )

1. Elaeagnus umbellata (Autumn Olive)* 15 YES FACU

o Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthorn) 5 YES FAC

3. N N

4. ; -

5. - N

6. N N

7. ) 3
50% = 20% = 20 - Total Cover

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )

1. Solidago altissima (Tall Goldenrod) 65 YES FACU

o Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthorn) 60 YES FAC

3. Daucus carota (Queen Anne's-Lace) 30 NO UPL

4. Dipsacus fullonum (Fuller's Teasel) 15 NO FACU

5. Toxicodendron radicans (Eastern Poison lvy) 5 NO FAC

6. - B

7. ; 3

8. N N

9. N N

10. - N

1. B N

12. - N

50% = 20% = 175 - Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )

1. - N

9 - -

3. N -

4 - -
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 4 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species o
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __900%  (am)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 0 x1= 0
FACW species 0 X2= 0
FAC species 70 x3= 210
FACU species 95 X4 = 380
UPL species 30 x5= 150
Column Totals: 195 (A) 740 (B)
3.79

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%

__ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

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

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

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

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

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

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

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes No__ Y

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
Does not pass FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).

*E. umbellata assigned indicator status of FACU based on indicator status of E. angustifolia.

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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DP02

SOIL Sampling Point;
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-18 10YR 4/2 80 10YR 4/1 20 C M SiL Stony/fill layer
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, ___ 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L) ___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRRK, L)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  _*_ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)
___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP03
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression/Rut Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.152400

Long: -80.857676 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP03

s Absolute Dominant Indicator . .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: ; (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50.0%  (amB)
6. = - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 0 =Total Cover OBL species 39 x1= 35
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15" ) FACWspecies 10 x2=_ 20
1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 30 YES FACU FACspecies 40  x3=_ 120
. . i = 2
2. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 10 YES  FACW FACUspecies 65 x4=_ 20
j j UPL species 0 x5= 0
3. Column Totals: 150 (A) 435 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A = 2.90
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 40 _ Total Cover __ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) _¥_ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0’
erb Stratum ot size: . L . -
. . 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Solidago altissima (Tall Goldenrod) 30 YES FACU T datapin Regmarks orpon a sep(arate sheet‘))p °
2 Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 25 YES FAC ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 20 NO OBL 1
o Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Penstemon digitalis (Foxglove Beardtongue) 15 NO FAC be present, unl‘éss disturbed or problematic.
irpus atrovirens (Dark-Green Bulrush 10 NO OBL
5. Scirp ( ) Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
. Typha latifolia (Broad-Leaf Cat-Tail) 5 NO OBL
. Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. Rosa multiflora (Rambler Rose) S NO FACU at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
110 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - .
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 4
UPL/FACU: 3

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP03

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 4/1 98 10YR 4/4 2 C M SiL
8-18 10YR 4/1 30 10YR 5/1 62 D M SiL
10YR 4/6 8 C M

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

: Stratified Layers (A5)

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 7

Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

GM Lordstown - Parcel 4

Sampling Date:

Project/Site: City/County: Warren / Trumbull
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope Toe
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.152472

Local relief (concave, convex, none

10/15/2019
Sampling Point: DP04

). concave
Long: ~80.857821

Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Slope (%): 0-2

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP04

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Domman(f:e Test wo:(sheet:
; ; Number of Dominant Species

1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 15 YES FACU That Are OBL, FACW. or FAC: 4 A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5, ] - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ 66.7%  (aB)
6. - - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

50% = 20% = 15 = Total Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: 15’ ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 25 YES FACU FAC species x3= 0
o Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 10 YES  FACW FACUspecies ____ x4= g
3. Cornus amomum (Silky Dogwood) 10 YES  FACW UPLspecies ________ x5=

' Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)

4. - -
5. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7 - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

50% = 20% = 45 _ Total Cover ¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%1
__ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) . L4 . -
- - . ___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
1. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 55 YES OBL data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
o Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American-Aster) 35 YES FACW ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Scirpus atrovirens (Dark-Green Bulrush) 25 NO OBL 1
. . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Solidago altissima (Tall Goldenrod) 15 NO FACU be present, unless disturbed o problematic.
5. Persicaria sagittata (Arrow-Leaf Tearthumb) 15 NO OBL — )
- Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 15 NO FACW
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthorn) 10 NO FAC at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
g. Ulmus americana (American Elm) 5 NO FACW )
) Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
175 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - -
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No

50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 4
UPL/FACU: 2

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP04

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR4/2 97 10YR 4/4 3 C PL SiL

6-18 10YR 4/2 88 10YR 4/4 12 C M SiL

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) _
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 7
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

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

Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP05
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Field Local relief (concave, convex, none): Flat Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 | 5. 41.152471

Long: -80.857728 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

Are Vegetation v .soil_¥Y or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ ¥
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¥

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland? Yes

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

No/

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: DP05

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30

)

Absolute

% Cover _Species? _Status

Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)

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

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __33-3%  (aB)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species 39 x1= 35
FACW species 15 X2= 30
FAC species 0 x3= 0
FACU species 120 X4 = 480
UPL species 9 x5= 0
Column Totals: 170 (A) 545 (B)
Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.21

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
2 - Dominance Test is >50%

__ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

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

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

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

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

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

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

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? Yes No_ ¥

1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 10 YES FACU
2. - -
3. - -
4. - -
5. - -
6. - -
7. - -
50% = 20% = 10 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15'
1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 80 YES FACU
o Rosa multiflora (Rambler Rose) 20 NO FACU
3. Cornus amomum (Silky Dogwood) 5 NO FACW
4. ; -
5. - B
6. N N
7. ) 3
50% = 20% = 105 - total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Scirpus cyperinus (Cottongrass Bulrush) 35 YES OBL
o Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American-Aster) 10 NO FACW
3. Rosa muliiflora (Rambler Rose) 10 NO FACU
4. ; 3
5. - B
6. - B
7. ; 3
8. N N
9. N N
10. - N
1. - -
12. - N
50% = 20% = 95 = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15'
1. - -
9 - -
3. N -
4 - -
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 1
UPL/FACU: 2

Does not pass FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP05

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-12 10YR 2/1 99 10YR 4/4 1 C M SiL

12-18 10YR 3/1 96 10YR 4/4 4 C M SiL

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
_Y Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

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

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

GM Lordstown - Parcel 4

Sampling Date:

Project/Site: City/County: Warren / Trumbull
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.152907

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Sloped

10/15/2019
Sampling Point: DP06

Long: -80.859099 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Slope (%): 1-3

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers

Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP06

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Domman(f:e Test wo:(sheet:
; ; Number of Dominant Species
1. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 45 YES FACW That Are OBL, FACW. or FAC: 6 A)
o Carpinus caroliniana (American Hornbeam) 25 YES FAC
’ Total Number of Dominant

3. - - Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 ] - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __1000% (ap)
6. - - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. ' - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

50% = 20% = 70 =Total Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: .19 ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
4. Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 35 YES  FACW FAC species x3= 0
o Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthom) 20 NO FAC FACUspecies ____ x4= 0

i - UPL species x5= 0

3 Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)
4. - -
5. - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7 - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

50% = 20% = 55 _ Total Cover ¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0'

Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) . L4 . -
L e 1 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Persicaria arifolia (Halberd-Leaf Tearthumb) 45 YES OBL - datapin Ré’marks orpon a sep(a,ate sheet‘))p g
o Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary Grass) 35 YES FACW ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 30 YES OBL 1
. . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Scirpus cyperinus (Cottongrass Bulrush) 25 NO OBL be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
S. - - Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. N _
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
135 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - -
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 5
UPL/FACU: 0

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).

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



DP06

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

0-18 10YR 4/1 65 10YR 4/6 35 C M SiL

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

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

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  _*_ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No

Remarks:

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



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

GM Lordstown - Parcel 4

Project/Site: City/County: Warren / Trumbull
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.152954

Local relief (concave, convex, none): Sloped

Samping Date: 10/15/2019
Sampling Point: %

Long: -80.859037 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

Are Vegetation v .soil_¥Y or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Slope (%): 1-3

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ ¥ No Is_th_e Sampled Area /
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ ¥ within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¥ If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP07

s Absolute Dominant Indicator . .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Dominance Tes.t worksht-?et.
4. Quercus alba (Northern White Oak) 25 YES FACU #‘#;Tz?ggfngfg‘\}vsgfgzsc: 4 A)
2 Quercus palustris (Pin Oak) 15 YES FACW
' . Total Number of Dominant
3. Prunus serotina (Black Cherry) 15 YES FACU Species Across All Strata: 7 (®8)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 57.1%  (amB)
6. = - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 55 = Total Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15" ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
1. Rosa multifiora (Rambler Rose) 30 YES  FACU FACspecies __ x3= 0
i = 0
o Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthomn) 10 YES  FAC FACUspecies ___ x4=
j j UPL species x5= 0
3 Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 40 _Total Cover ¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0
erb Stratum ot size: . L . -
o g B 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 45 YES FAC - datapin Ré’marks orpon a sep(a,ate sheet‘))p g
o Frangula alnus (Glossy False Buckthorn) 25 YES FAC ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. - . . N
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4, - - be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
S. - - Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. N _
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
70 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - .
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 1
UPL/FACU: 3

Does not pass FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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DPO7

SOIL Sampling Point;
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-18 10YR 4/2 100 SiL
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, ___ 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L) ___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRRK, L)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)
___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v

Remarks:

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



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

GM Lordstown - Parcel 4

Sampling Date:

Project/Site: City/County: Warren / Trumbull
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Slight depression
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 | 5. 41.153877

Local relief (concave, convex, none

10/15/2019
Sampling Point: DPO08

. concave
Long: -80.859846

Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbB)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Slope (%): 03

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP08

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Domlnantf:e Test wo:(sheet:
Number of Dominant Species
1. Acer rubrum (Red Maple) 40 YES  FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 5 (A)
o Ulmus americana (American Elm) 30 YES FACW
’ Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: L (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 83.3%  (amB)
6. - - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 70 =Total Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15" ) FACWspecies _ x2= 0
1. Rosa multiflora (Rambler Rose) 15 YES FACU FACspecies __ x3= 0
2. Ulmus americana (American Elm) 15 YES  FACW FACUspecies _______ x4= 0
j j UPL species x5= 0
3 Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 30 - Total Cover ¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) ___ 3-Prevalence Index is <3.0'
erb Stratum ot size: . L . -
. . 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Scirpus atrovirens (Dark-Green Bulrush) 60 YES OBL T datapin Regmarks orpon a sep(arate sheet‘))p o
2 Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 25 YES FAC ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 10 NO OBL
' Symphvotrich Fragile-Stem American Ast 5 NO FACW "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Symphyotrichum racemasum (Fragile-Stem American Aster) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
S. - - Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. - -
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
11 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
100 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - .
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 3
UPL/FACU: 1

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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DP08

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

0-18 10YR 4/1 96 10YR 4/4 4 C M SiL

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

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

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  _*_ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP09
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Flat Local relief (concave, convex, none): None Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 | 5. 41.152431

Long: -80.860676 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbA)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP09

s Absolute Dominant Indicator . .
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: ; (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ 100.0%  (a/B)
6. = - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 0 = otal Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15" ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
1 - - FAC species x3= 0
) j j FACU species X4 = 0
' i i UPL species x5= 0
3 ColumnTotals: _ 0  (A) 0 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ¥ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover __ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0'
erb Stratum ot size: . L . -
. . 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary Grass) 45 YES FACW - datapin Ré’marks orpon a sep(a,ate sheet‘))p g
o Typha latifolia (Broad-Leaf Cat-Tail) 40 YES OBL ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 30 NO FAC 1
. . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Scirpus cyperinus (Cottongrass Bulrush) 30 NO OBL be present, unless disturbed o problematic.
Verbena h impler's- 15 NO FACW
5. Verbena hastata (Simpler's-Joy) Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. N _
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
160 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - -
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 2
UPL/FACU: 0

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP09

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc Texture Remarks
0-2 10YR 3/1 99 10YR 4/4 1 C M SiL

2-8 10YR 3/1 96 10YR 4/4 4 C M SiL

8-14 10YR 4/1 85 10YR 4/6 15 C M SiL

14-18 10YR 5/1 80 10YR 4/6 20 C M SiL

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:
Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2)
___ Black Histic (A3)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
___ Stratified Layers (A5)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,
MLRA 149B)

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

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR K, L)

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

_Y_ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: None

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP10
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex Slope (%): 1-3

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.152365

Long: -80.860528 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbA)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

Are Vegetation v .soil_¥Y or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ v Is_th_e Sampled Area /
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ ¥ within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¥ If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: DP10

Absolute

Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Domman(f:e Test wo:(sheet:
o : Number of Dominant Species
1. Robinia pseudoacacia (Black Locust) 85 YES FACU That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: L (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: __99-3% _ (a/B)
6. = - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 85 = Total Cover OBL species 9 x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 19" ) FACW species 10 x2=__ 20
1. Robinia pseudoacacia (Black Locust) 70 YES FACU FACspecies 42 x3= 126
) j j FACU species 210 X4 = 840
' i - UPL species 9 x5= 0
3. Column Totals: 262 (A) 986 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.76
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 70 . Total Cover 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 ) 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0'
erb Stratum ot size: . L . -
. . . 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supportin
1. Alliaria petiolata (Garlic-Mustard) 30 YES FACU o datapin Regmarks orpon a sep(arate sheet‘))p °
o Persicaria virginiana (Jumpseed) 20 YES FAC ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3. Rosa muliiflora (Rambler Rose) 15 YES FACU
' G d White A 15 VES FAC "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4, seum canadense (White Avens) be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Phytolacca americana (American Pokeweed 10 NO FACU
S. vt ( ) Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American-Aster) 10 NO FACW
’ . . . Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. Toxicodendron radicans (Eastern Poison Ivy) 5 NO FAC at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
1 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
10 height.
50% = 20% = S =Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. Toxicodendron radicans (Eastern Poison Ivy) 2 NO FAC
2. N )
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
’ Present? Yes No_ ¥
50% = 20% = 2 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 0
UPL/FACU: 4

Does not pass FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL Sampling Point; DP10

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks

0-12 10YR 3/3 100 SiL Fill

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 2 ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R, ___ 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR K, L, MLRA 149B)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ 5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L) ___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRRK, L)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) ___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Red Parent Material (F21)
___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type: _Stones, concrete

Depth (inches): 12" Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ <

Remarks:
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP11
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.151948

Long: -80.861567 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbA)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes / No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes _ ¥ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

Yes /

No

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

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes_ Y No

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

Remarks:
Recharge observed from the surface -- raining.

US Amy Corps of Engineers
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: DP11

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
1. - - That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 3 (A)
2 - - Total Number of Dominant
3. - - Species Across All Strata: ; (B)
4. - - Percent of Dominant Species 0
5 . ] That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 75.0%  (amB)
6. - - Prevalence Index worksheet:
7. - - Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
50% = 20% = 0 = otal Cover OBL species x1= 0
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15" ) FACWspecies __ x2= 0
1. Populus tremuloides (Quaking Aspen) 5 YES FACU FACspecies ___ x3= 0
j j FACU species X4 = 0
2.
j j UPL species x5= 0
3 ColumnTotals: _ 0  (A) 0 (B)
4. - -
5 - - Prevalence Index = B/A =
6. - - Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
7. - - ___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
50% = 20% = 5  _ Total Cover ¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 3 - Prevalence Index is 3.0
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: = ) ___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
1. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 40 YES OBL data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
2 Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 35 YES FAC ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
3, Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American-Aster) 30 YES FACW
' . "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
4. Carex vulpinoidea (Common Fox Sedge) 15 NO OBL be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
S. - - Definitions of Vegetation Strata:
6. N _
Tree — Woody plants 3 in. (7.6 cm) or more in diameter
7. - - at breast height (DBH), regardless of height.
8. - - Sapling/shrub — Woody plants less than 3 in. DBH
9. - - and greater than or equal to 3.28 ft (1 m) tall.
10. - - Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless
11 - - of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall.
12. - - Woody vines — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in
120 height.
50% = 20% = = Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - .
9 - -
3. - ' Hydrophytic
4 - - Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 2
UPL/FACU: 1

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP11

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 3/2 96 10YR 4/4 4 C M SiL

6-14 10YR 4/1 95 10YR 4/4 5 C M SiL

14-18 10YR 4/1 92 10YR 4/6 8 C M SiL

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

: Stratified Layers (A5)

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) 7

Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)
___ Dark Surface (S7) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ ¥ No
Remarks:
US Amy Corps of Engineers Northcentral and Northeast Region — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Northcentral and Northeast Region

Project/Site: @M Lordstown - Parcel 4 City/County: Warren / Trumbull Sampling Date: [10/15/2019
Applicant/Owner: GM State: OH Sampling Point: DP12
Investigator(s): GK, MH Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Flat Local relief (concave, convex, none): Flat Slope (%): 0-2

Subregion (LRR or MLRA): LRR-R; MLRA-139 Lat: 41.151881

Long: -80.861694 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Wadsworth silt loam (WbA)

NWI classification: Not Mapped

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

, Soil _ ¥
, Soil

Are Vegetation v ,or Hydrology _ ¥ significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

oV

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _ Y No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ ¥
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¥

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

If yes, optional Wetland Site ID:

No/

Yes

Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in a separate report.)
Point taken in old road bed.

HYDROLOGY

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

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

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Agquatic Fauna (B13)

___ Saturation (A3) ___ Marl Deposits (B15)

___ Water Marks (B1) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
___ 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)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
Moss Trim Lines (B16)
Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

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

Field Observations:

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

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

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

Remarks:
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VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Sampling Point: DP12

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
ThatAre OBL, FACW,orFAC: ___ 2 (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 2 (B)

Percent of Dominant Species o
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ 100.0%  (a/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1= 0
FACW species X2= 0
FAC species x3= 0
FACU species X4 = 0
UPL species x5= 0
Column Totals: 0 (A) 0 (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
___1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
¥ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0'

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

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

Definitions of Vegetation Strata:

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

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

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

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

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? Yes _ ¥ No

Passes FAC-Neutral Test (Secondary Hydrology Indicator [D5]).

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover Species? _Status
1. - -
2. - -
3 - -
4. - -
5. - -
6. - -
7. - -
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15' )
1. - :
2. N )
3 N i}
4. - -
5. N i}
6. - i}
7 - -
50% = 20% = 0 =otal Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 )
1. Symphyotrichum racemosum (Fragile-Stem American-Aster) 35 YES FACW
2 Solidago rugosa (Wrinkle-Leaf Goldenrod) 25 YES FAC
3. Carex vulpinoidea (Common Fox Sedge) 15 NO OBL
4. Juncus effusus (Lamp Rush) 5 NO OBL
5. - .
6. N )
7. - -
8. - i}
9. - :
10. N i}
11. N )
12. - )
50% = 20% = 80 - Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 15 )
1. - -
9 - -
3 N .
4 - -
50% = 20% = 0 = Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
OBL/FACW: 1
UPL/FACU: 0
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SOIL

Sampling Point: DP12

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-5 10YR 3/2 99 10YR 4/4 1 C M SiL

5-18 10YR 5/3 90 10YR 5/6 10 C M SiL

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol (A1) ___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR R,

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) MLRA 149B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRR R, MLRA 149B)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRRK, L)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

___ Sandy Redox (S5)

___ Stripped Matrix (S6)

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

___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®

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

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

___ Polyvalue Below Surface (S8) (LRR K, L)

___ Thin Dark Surface (S9) (LRRK, L)

___ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR K, L, R)
___ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149B)
___ Mesic Spodic (TA6) (MLRA 144A, 145, 149B)
___ Red Parent Material (F21)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Remarks:
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