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DOE/EIS-0460
FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT PuBLIC SCOPING REPORT

1 INTRODUCTION

This Public Scoping Report summarizes the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) public scoping activities
and the scoping comments for the FutureGen 2.0 Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The
public scoping period began on May 23, 2011, when DOE issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
EIS in the Federal Register, under Docket ID No. FR Doc. 2010-12632 (76 FR 29728). As part of the
NOI, comments and suggestions were requested to be received within the 30-day scoping period and no
later than June 22, 2011. Public scoping meetings were held June 7, 8, and 9, 2011 in Taylorville,
Tuscola, and Jacksonville, 1llinois, respectively.

Under the FutureGen 2.0 Project (the “project”), DOE proposes to provide financial assistance
(approximately $1 billion) through separate Cooperative Agreements with Ameren Energy Resources
(Ameren) and the FutureGen Alliance (the Alliance) to support the implementation of project
components, which if successful would advance the goals of the project. The potential issues identified
from comments received during the public scoping period are summarized in Section 4. DOE took these
issues into consideration when defining the scope and areas of emphasis (or focus) of this EIS for the
FutureGen 2.0 Project.

2 PUBLIC SCOPING ACTIVITIES

The NOI (Attachment A) initiated the public scoping period where members of the public (including
federal, state, and local agencies; affected federally-recognized Indian tribes; and other interested
stakeholders) were invited to comment on the proposed scope and content of the EIS. DOE mailed
invitation letters to potentially interested parties the week of May 23, 2011, to announce the dates and
locations of the public scoping meetings. The NOI stated that the public scoping meetings would be held
at the following locations:

e June 7, 2011 at Taylorville High School, Taylorville, Illinois

e June 8, 2011 at Ironhorse Golf Club, Tuscola, Illinois

e June9, 2011 at the Elks Lodge, Jacksonville, Illinois

The meeting locations were selected to provide appropriate geographic coverage and reasonable
accessibility for stakeholders potentially affected by actions associated with the proposed oxy-combustion
facility at the Meredosia Power Station site and the proposed CO, pipelines, injection sites, geologic
storage areas, and associated facilities.

DOE also published announcements in the following local newspapers on the dates indicated:

e Journal-Courier, Jacksonville; May 22, 29; June 1, 5

e State Journal-Register; Springfield; May 22; June 5

e Breeze-Courier; Taylorville; May 23; June 3,5

e Herald & Review; Decatur; June 1, 5

e Daily Union; Shelbyville; May 31; June 4

o News-Progress; Sullivan; May 25; June 1

e Tri-County Journal; Tuscola; May 26; June 2

e Tuscola Journal; Tuscola; May 25; June 1

e Record-Herald; Arcola; May 26; June 2

e Journal-Gazette / Times-Courier; Mattoon / Charleston; June 1, 4
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Additionally, announcement letters and project information were provided to local libraries. Letters
accompanying the project information requested that the libraries post the announcement letters in a
public viewing area until June 30, 2011. The announcement letters publicized the scoping meeting dates
and locations and the availability of project information at the library. Project information included the
NOI and two 8 %" x 11” printouts of the DOE posters that were available during the scoping meetings
(NEPA timeline and Project Overview Map). The project information packages were sent to the following
libraries:

e M-C River Valley Public Library District (Meredosia, IL)
e Jacksonville Public Library

e Taylorville Public Library

e Tuscola Public Library

e Arcola Public Library

Each scoping meeting began with an informal session from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. During this time,
attendees were able to view project-related posters, handouts, and a video on NETL’s Carbon
Sequestration Program (March 2007); and to ask questions of DOE, Ameren, and Alliance
representatives. Sign-in sheets, comment forms and a box to submit comments were also provided at the
sign-in table. A total of 160 attendees signed the meeting attendance lists cumulatively among all three
meetings (93 in Jacksonville, 36 in Taylorville, and 31 in Tuscola). Lists of signed-in attendees for each
of the meetings are provided in Appendix E.

The formal scoping meeting at each location began at 7:00 p.m. and included presentations by DOE,
Ameren, and the Alliance, followed by an opportunity for verbal comments by the public. The
presentations and comments were transcribed by a court reporter for each meeting. Transcripts of the
meetings and slides for the DOE, Ameren, and the Alliance presentations are available at:
http://www.netl.doe.gov/publications/others/nepa/index.html.

3 PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTORS

A total of 21 individuals provided verbal comments cumulatively among all three meetings (15 in
Jacksonville, 5 in Taylorville, and 1 in Tuscola) (Table 1). During the comment period, DOE accepted
comments by telephone, facsimile, U.S. mail, and electronic mail. A total of 26 respondents submitted
comment letters to DOE during the scoping period (Table 2).

Table 1. Commentors During the Scoping Meetings

Name Affiliation
June 7, 2011 — Taylorville, IL
Greg Brotherton Mayor, City of Taylorville
John Curtain Christian County Board, Chair
Steve Sipes Mayor, City of Pana
Alan Rider Resident
Jack Norman Tenaska (Taylorville Energy Center) representative

June 8, 2011 — Tuscola, IL

Barbara Brehm Landowner
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Table 1. Commentors During the Scoping Meetings

Name Affiliation
June 9, 2011 — Jacksonville, IL
Brad Zeller Morgan County Board, Chair
Kelly Hall Jacksonville Community Development Director (representing Mayor of
Jacksonville, Andy Ezard)
Andy Davenport Landowner
David Davenport Landowner
Jeffrey Niemann Landowner
Elizabeth Niemann Landowner
Richard Johnson Resident
William Hawks Resident

Catherine Edmiston

Citizens Against Longwall Mining

Patty Rykhus Resident
Alan Rider Resident
Reginald Jordan Resident

Joyce Blumenshine

Sierra Club, Heart of lllinois Group

Terry Denison

President, Jacksonville Regional Economic Development Corporation

Ginny Fanning

Jacksonville Area Chamber of Commerce

Table 2. Submitted Comments During the Scoping Period

Name Affiliation Location
Marilyn Schutt Resident Morgan County
Jim Duncan Vet-2-Vet Morgan County
Dave Davenport* Landowner Morgan County
Andy Davenport* Landowner Morgan County

Nadine Szczepanski

MacMurray College

Morgan County

Betty Niemann* Landowner Morgan County
Virginia Niemann Resident Morgan County
Susan Mattes Resident Morgan County
Johnney F. Rentz Resident Morgan County
Marvin Martin Landowner Morgan County
Dick Rawlings Resident Morgan County
Kerry Mackey Resident Morgan County

James Goldsborough

Resident, Goldsborough Electric, LLC

Morgan County

Richard Ommen Resident Morgan County

Ernie Marsh Resident Christian County
Jadon Evans Resident Christian County
Carolyn Randall Landowner Christian County
Alan Rider* Resident Christian County
Patty Rykhus* Resident Christian County
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Table 2. Submitted Comments During the Scoping Period

Name Affiliation Location

Allen Worrell Resident Christian County
Beverly Pryor Landowner Douglas County
Robert Guennewig Landowner Douglas County
Willis E. Chupp Resident Douglas County
Emerson and Norma Jean Moore | Landowner Douglas County
Marsha Strader Landowner Douglas County
Diane Bingaman Landowner Not Available

*Also commented during scoping meetings.

4 PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT SUMMARY

In general, the majority of respondents commented unfavorably, with a primary emphasis on potential
impacts to farmers and farmland. Other negative views not directly related to a specific environmental
resource included: issues with the experimental nature of the project; a lack of belief that economic
benefits would occur; the use of public funds for a private endeavor; belief that project funding should go
toward renewable and alternative energy technologies aside from coal; and potential increased electricity
costs for consumers. In terms of environmental resource-specific concerns, the majority of comments
were related to Socioeconomics and carbon capture and storage (CCS), with a general belief that CCS
ultimately contaminates the land instead of the air. The majority of natural resource topics were addressed
in terms of impacts to farmlands; issues strictly related to natural resources tended to be general in nature
(e.g., potential impacts to surface waters should be addressed). Additionally, two petitions in opposition
of the project, signed by a total of about 340 residents and landowners in Morgan County, and one
petition signed by 55 residents and landowners in Douglas County, were submitted to DOE.

Of the commentors that responded favorably, many commented positively on the project primarily due to
economic and job creation benefits for the community, as well as benefits in terms of self-sufficient
National energy production.

Table 3 provides a summary of the scoping comments that were received, organized by comment
category or applicable resource area.
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will meet to receive updates on EAC’s
program activities and budget. The
Board will receive updates on the
Voting System Testing and Certification
program. The Board will hear updates
from a special committee on Defining
Issues of Voting System Sustainability.
The Board will hear presentations by
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) and the Federal
Voting Assistance Program (FVAP) on
UOCAVA Internet voting and common
data format. The Board will receive
updates on EAC grants programs
including: The Accessible Voting
Technology Initiative; and the Pre-
Election Logic and Accuracy Testing
and Post-Election Audit Initiative. The
Board will receive updates on EAC
research and studies. The Board will
hear a presentation on a Rutgers report
on Voter Participation of People with
Disabilities in 2010. The Board will hear
other committee reports, elect officers
and consider motions. The Board will
consider other administrative matters.

Members of the public may observe
but not participate in EAC meetings
unless this notice provides otherwise.
Members of the public may use small
electranic audio recording devices to
record the proceedings. The use of other
recording equipment and cameras
requires advance notice to and
coordination with the EAC’s
Communications Office,

This meeting will be open for public
observation.
PERSON TO CONTACT FOR INFORMATION:
Bryan Whitener, Telephone: (202) 566—
3100.

Thomas R. Wilkey,

Executive Director, U.S, Election Assistance
Comunission.

[FR Doc, 2011-12667 Filed 5—19-11; 11:15 am]
BILLING CODE $820-KF—P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement and
Notlce of Potentlal Floodplain and
Wetlands Involvement for the
FutureGen 2.0 Program

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Intent and Notice of
Potential Floodplain and Wetlands
Involvement.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy {DOE or the Department)
announces its intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.), the Council on
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Environmental Quality’s (CEQQ) NEPA
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508),
and DOE’s NEPA implementing
procedures (10 CFR Part 1021) to assess
the potential environmental impacts of
DOE’s proposed action: providing
approximately $1 billion in Federal
funding (most of it appropriated by the
American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act, or “ARRA") for the FutureGen 2.0
program. DOE has prepared this Notice
of Intent (NOI) to inform interested
parties of the pending EIS and to invite
public comments on the proposed
action, including: (1) The range of
environmental issues, (2) the
alternatives to be analyzed, and (3} the
impacts to be considered in the EIS. The
NOI also provides notice in accordance
with 10 CFR Part 1022 (DOE's
regulations for compliance with
floodplain and wetland review
requirements) that the proposed project
may involve potential impacts ta
floodplains and wetlands.

The FutureGen 2.0 program wauld
provide financial assistance for the
repawering of an existing electricity
generator with clean coal technologies
integrated with a pipeline that would
transport carbon dioxide (COz} to a
sequeslration site where it would be
injected and stored in a deep geologic
formation. DOE entered into separate
cooperative agreements with Ameren
Energy Resources (Ameren) and with
the FutureGen Alliance (the Alliance)
that define DOE’s proposed action. This
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion
Large Scale Test undertaken by Ameren
at its Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois and a Pipeline and CO»
Storage Reservoir undertaken by the
Alliance. In addition, the Alliance
would construct and operate facilities
for research, training, and visitors in the
vicinity of the sequestration site. The
Alliance has identified its preferred
sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and two alternative sites, one in
Christian County, Illinois and one in
Douglas County, Illinois. The program
would provide performanee and
emissions data as well as establish
operating and maintenance experience
that would facilitate future large-scale
commercial deployment of these
technologies. DOE would provide
technical and programmatic guidance to
Ameren and the Alliance and oversee
activities for compliance with the terms
of the caaperative agreements. DOE is
responsible for NEPA compliance
activities.

DOE encourages government agencies,
private-sector organizations, and the
general public to participate in the
FutureGen 2.0 program through the
NEPA process. DOE will consult with

interested Native American Tribes and
Federal, state, regional and local
agencies during preparation of the EIS.
Further, DOE invites agencies with
jurisdiction by law or special expertise
to participate as cooperating agencies in
the preparation of this EIS.

DATES: DOE invites comments on the
proposed scope and content of the EIS
from all interested parties. To ensure
consideration in the preparation of the
EIS, comments must be received by June
22, 2011, DOE will consider late
comments to the extent practicable. In
addition to receiving comments in
writing and by e-mail [See ADDRESSES
below], DOE will conduct public
scoping meetings during which
governmment agencies, private-sector
organizations, and the general public are
invited to present oral and written
comments with regard to DOE’s
proposed action, alternatives, and
potential impacts of the proposed
FutureGen 2.0 program. DOE will
consider these comments in developing
the EIS, Public scoping mestings will be
held on June 7, 8, and 9, 2011 [See
“Public Scoping Process” under
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION below].
ADDRESSES: Written comments on the
scope of the EIS and requests to
participate in the public scoping
meetings should be addressed to: Mr.
Cliff Whyte, U.S. Department of Energy,
National Energy Technology Laboratory,
P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, West
Virginia 26507—-0880. Individuals and
organizations who would like to provide
oral or written comments should contact
Mr. Whyte by mail at the above address;
telephons {toll-free) 1-877-338-5689;
fax 304-285—4403; or electronic mail
(FG2.FIS@netl.doe.gov).

Oral comments will be heard during
the formal portion of the scoping
meetings [See “Public Scoping Process”
under SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
below]. Various displays and other
information about DOE’s NEPA process
and the FutureGen 2.0 program will be
available, and representatives from DOE
and the project partners will be present
at an informal session to discuss the
FutureGen 2.0 program and the EIS
process.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information about this project,
contact Mr. Whyte as described above.
For general information about the DOE
NEPA process, please contact Ms. Carol
M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA
Policy and Compliance (GC-54), U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585; telephone (202—
586—4600); fax (202-586—7031); or leave
a toll-free message {1-800—472-2756),
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On February 27, 2003, President
George W. Bush proposed that the
United States undertake a $1 billion, 10-
year project to build the world’s first
coal-fusled plant to produce electricity
and hydrogen with near-zero emissions.
In response to that announcement, DOE
developed plans for the original
FutureGen project, which would
establish the technical and economic
feasibility of producing electricity and
hydrogen from coal—a low-cost and
abundant energy resource—while
capturing and geologically storing the
CO: generated in the process. DOE
issued a Final EIS for the original
FutureGen project {DOE/EIS-0394) in
November 2007 and an associated
Record of Decision in July 2008 (74 FR
35174). The proposed action would
have resulted in the construction and
operation of a 330-MWe (gross)
integrated gasification combined cycle
{IGCC) plant near Mattoon, Illinois, with
capture and storage of more than 1
million tons of CO; per year in the
Mount Simon geologic formation. The
total cost of the original FutureGen
Project proved to be higher than
acceptable, however, causing a funding
gap that could not be filled by Federal
or state governments or private industry.
As a result DOE refocused its approach.
The FutureGen 2.0 program consists of
the two separate Cooperative
Agresments with Ameren and the
Alliance. Ameren’s partners include
Babcock & Wilcox Power Generation
Group {B&W} and Air Liquide Process &
Construction, Inc. (AL). The Alliance is
a non-profit corporation that represents
a global coalition of coal producers, coal
users and coal equipment suppliers,
including full members: Alpha Natural
Resources, Inc.; Anglo American, LLG;
CONSOL Energy, Inc.; Louisville Gas
and Electric Company and Kentucky
Utilities Company (LG&E and KU);
Peabody Energy Corporation; Rio Tinto
Energy America; and Xstrata, PLC.

Purpose and Need for DOE Action

In pursuing the United States’ goal of
providing safe, affordable and clean
energy for its citizens, coal plays an
important role in the nation’s energy
supply. However, without carbon
capture and sequestration, the
combustion of coal and other fossil fuels
leads to increased releases of CO; into
the atmosphere. Because power plants
are large stationary sources, it is
generally considered to be more feasible
to capture CO; from them and store it
rather than attempting to capture it from
mohile sources such as automobiles.
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To this end, DOE has sought to
support near-zero emissions
technologies that would produce
electric power from coal while
permanently storing CO» in deep
geologic formations. The technical,
economic, and environmental feasibility
of producing electric power from coal
coupled with geologic storage
technology must be proven, DOE
believes that oxy-combustion
technology has the potential to help
open a market for repowering in many
of the world’s existing pulverized coal
power plants. In the absence of the
proven operation of a repowered, near-
zero emissions plant, the contribution of
caal to the nation’s energy supply could
be reduced. This could potentially
increase the use of higher cost and/or
nondomestic energy resources and
impact the domestic economy as well as
energy security.

Proposed Action

DOE proposes to provide financial
assistance (approximately $1 billion) to
Ameren and the Alliance to support
implementation of their projects, which
if successful would provide critical
performance and emissions data as well
as establish operating, permitting,
maintenance, and other experience
needed for future commercial
deployment of these technologies.

The FutureGen 2.0 program seeks to
continue the work of the original
FutureGen project by advancing
technology that can make the United
States a world leader in carbon capture
and storage (CCS). In formulating its
proposal for FutureGen 2.0, DOE sought
to reduce the project’s overall cost by
changing the technology from coal
gasification to oxy-combustion. The
inherent scalability of oxy-combustion
technology allows a reduction in power
plant size with substantial cost benefits.
Studies by DOE’s National Energy
Technology Laboratory have identified
oxy-combustion technology as a
potentially cost-effective approach to
implement carbon capture at existing
coal-fueled facilities. It also has the
potential for use in new power plants as
well as in repowering a large cross-
section of the world’s existing
pulverized coal plants.

The FutureGen 2.0 program would
proceed through 2020 with design,
construction, operation, and monitoring.
Performance and economic test results
would be shared among all participants,
industry, the environmental
cammunity, and the public, The
Alliance has an open membership
policy to encourage the addition of
other coal producers, coal users and
coal equipment suppliers, both

domestic and international. Consistent
with the original Future(en project,
DOE encourages participation from
interngtional organizations to maximize
the global applicability and acceptance
of Future(Gen 2.0’s results, helping to
support an international consensus on
the role of coal and geologic storage in
addressing global greenhouse gas
emissions and energy security,

Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale
Test, Ameren and its team would
repower Unit 4 at Ameren’s Meredosia
Power Station in west central Illinois
using advanced oxy-combustion
technology. The oxy-combustion facility
may be capable of running on a range
of coals and operating conditions. The
data generated would be used to expand
the market for oxy-combustion
technology. The project is also expected
to provide performance and emissions
data as well as establish operating and
maintenance experience that will
facilitate future large-scale commercial
projects.

The scope of this test includes project
definition, design, procurement,
manufacture, installation, startup,
commercial operation and testing of an
integrated oxy-combustion coal boiler
with CO; capture, purification, and
compression. The plant would generate
approximately 200 MWe gross with a
net output estimated at approximately
140 MWe. The CO, would be cleaned,
compressed for transport, and delivered
to a terminal point for transfer to the
Alliance’s project.

Meredosio Power Station: The
Meredosia Power Station is located
adjacent to the east side of the Illinois
River, south of Meredosia, Illinois,
approximately 18 miles west of
Jacksonville, llinois. The plant includes
four generating units, three of which are
coal-fired and one of which is oil-fired.
Unit 4, built in 1975, is an oil-fired unit
that is currently idle. The steam turbine
and generator have low operating hours
and could be placed into service as part
of the repowered oxy-combustion
design. The station contains existing
infrastructure that could support the
operation of the oxy-combustion system
including interconnection to the
electrical grid, water supply and intake
structures, wastewater outfalls, coal
storage and handling areas, and barge
and truck delivery systems for coal. The
5,300-foot western boundary of the 260-
acre Meredosia Power Station fronts the
Ilinois River, where the station’s qil
and coal barge unloading facilities are
located. The land immediately adjacent
to the station on the north, northeast
and southeast is railroad property; other



29730

Federal Register/Vol. 76, No. 99/Monday, May 23, 2011/Notices

immediately adjacent property is
roadway. Beyond and in addition to the
railroad property and roadways, land
use is primarily residential to the north
and northeast, scattered residential and
agricultural to the east, and industrial to
the south.

Oxy-Combustion Technology: This
technology involves designing the
power plant’s boiler to combust coal
with a mixture of nearly pure oxygen
and recycled flue gas (which is
primarily CO») rather than air. An air
separation unit produces the oxygen.
The concentrated stream of CO; that
leaves the boiler would be ready for
processing by environmental cleanup
equipment (to remove other captured
emissions) and the compression and
purification unit. The concentrated and
compressed CO; would then be
transferred ta a pipeline for
transmission to the Alliance’s storage
location. The oxy-combustion
technology during normal operations
would produce near-zero emissions of
oxides of nitrogen (NOx]}, oxides of
sulfur (SOx), mercury, particulate
matter and other pollutants typical of a
conventional coal-fired boiler, The plant
would be designed to capture
approximately 1.3 million metric tons of
CO: per year from the oxy-combustion
system and is targeted to achieve a CO,
capture rate exceeding 90 percent.

Pipeline and CO: Storage Reservoir

For the Pipeline and CO- Storage
Reservoir project, the Alliance would
design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic
injection and storage facility. The
Alliance’s work involves selection of a
suitable storage site, development of the
subsurface storage field, development of
CO; transport infrastructure (pipeline),
and construction of the associated
research and training facilities,
including a visitor center. The Alliance
has identified its preferred site in
Morgan County, [llinois, for the
injection facility, and two other sites
{one in Christian County and one in
Douglas County, Illinois) as potential
alternate locations should the preferred
site prove infeasible. The Alliance’s
preferred site for geologic storage in
Morgan County, llinois is
approximately 30 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station, and the
Alliance’s alternate sites in Christian
County and Douglas County, lllinois are
approximately 75 and 125 miles from
the plant site, respectively. All three
sites would be evaluated in the EIS
unless DOE determines that they are not
reasonable alternatives.

The Alliance would construct a
pipeline to transport CO; from the
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Meredosia Power Station to the selected
starage site where it would be injected
through deep wells into the target
geologic formation. The pipeline and
storage reservoir would be designed to
inject and store approximately 39
million metric tons over a 30-year
operating period. Depending on
stakeholder and landowner acceptance,
the Alliance may also consider other
sources of CO; in addition to that from
Ameren’s plant for injection. Research
would include site characterization,
injection and storage, and CO»
monitoring and measurement.

The target formation for CO; injection
and storage is the Mount Simon
sandstone farmation, which is one of
the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
formations. The formaticn’s positive
characteristics for CO; storage include
its isclation from other strata, as well as
its depth, lateral continuity, and relative
permeability. The Mount Simon is
bounded below by a Pre-Cambrian
igneous rock and above by the Eau
Claire formation, which is a mixture of
tightly layered shales with low
permeability, as well as by secondary
caprock formations above the Ean
Claire. The Alliance would implement a
monitoring, verification, and accounting
(MVA) program to monitor the injection
and storage of CO; within the geologic
formations to verify that it stays within
the target formation. The MVA program
would meet injection control permitting
and requirements that DOE may impose.
In accordance with the Safe Drinking
Water Act, the Alliance would be
required to obtain a Class VI
underground injection control permit
from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. The MVA program consists of
the following components: (1) Injection
system monitoring; (2) containment
monitoring (via monitoring wells,
mechanical integrity testing, and other
means); (3) CO; plume tracking via
multiple techniques; (4) CO; injection
simulation modeling; and {5) perhaps
new experimental techniques not yet in
practice.

Proposed Project Schedules

The Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test
would initiate operations (including
CO; capture, purification and
compression) in 2016 and complete
federally-funded project activities
(operational testing) in 2018. The
Pipeline and CO» Storage Reservoir
would become operational at the same
time (2016} and complete federally-
funded project activities (operational
testing and two-years of additional
federally-funded MVA activities) in
2020. CO; capture, pipeline transport,
injection, and MVA activities are

expected to operate (without federal
funding) for approximately 30 years.
MVA activities would take place during
injection and continue beyond its
cessation as prescribed by regulatory
requirements, The schedule is
contingent upon Ameren and the
Alliance receiving the necessary permits
and regulatory approvals, as well as
financial closing on all the necessary
funding sources, including DOE'’s
financial assistance. DOE’s proposal to
provide full financial assistance for
detailed design, procurement of
equipment, construction, and operations
is contingent upon DOE’s completion of
the NEPA process, and achievement of
the permitting and financial
requirements listed above by Ameren
and the Alliance,

Connected and Cumulative Actions

The components of the FutureGen 2.0
program will be evaluated individually
and collectively within the EIS.
Although injection of other sources of
COg; is not currently proposed, such
injection is reasonably foreseeable and
will be evaluated in the EIS. DOE will
also consider the cumulative impacts of
the program, which will include the
analysis of emissions (including
greenhouse gas emissions) and other
incremental impacts. Cumulative
impacts are impacts on the environment
which result from the incremental
impacts of an action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions.

Alternatives

NEPA requires that an EIS evaluate
the range of reasonable alternatives to
an agency’s propaosed action, DOE’s
range of reascnable alternatives includes
the No Action Alternative, which is to
withhold financial assistance for the
FutureGen 2.0 program, and the Action
Alternative, which is to provide
financial assistance to the FutureGen 2.0
program.

DOE has developed the range of
reasonable alternatives for FutureGen
2.0 program based on evaluation of
various clean coal technologies through
the Clean Coal Power Initiative program;
analysis of the original FutureGen
Project in terms of technology, costs,
and suitability for geologic storage; data
obtained and reviewed through various
funding opportunity announcements;
data obtained for the original FutureGen
Project and a related project called
Restructurad FutureGen; and the
interest of industry to participate in
projects to support FutureGen 2.0 based
on these evaluations. In particular,
DOE’s current proposal to advance the
programmatic goal of CO» storage in the
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Mount Simon Formation in Olinois
through the FutureGen Program was
addressed in its Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the FutureGen
Project (DOE/EIS—-0394 [November
2007]) and associated Record of
Decision (74 FR 35174 (2009}).

Through review and consideration of
these data and analysis, the repowering
of an existing power plant with oxy-
combustion technology was identified
as the approach that would meet cost
and technology advancement objectives
of FutureGen Program, Furthermare,
DOE determined that due to cost and
technical advantages obtained through
efforts conducted by the FutureGen
Alliance under the original FutureGen
Project, that the Alliance’s choice of
geologic storage formations would be
limited to the Mount Simon Formation.
Given these factars, reasonable
alternatives were limited to potential
oxy-combustion repowering projects at a
location from which it would remain
economically viable to transport
captured CO; for injection into the
Mount Simon Formation.

The range of reasonable alternatives
for a financial assistance project that is
proposed by industrial participants is
limited to the alternatives or project
options under consideration by the
participants or that are reasonable
within the confines of the project as
proposed (e.g., the particular location of
the processing units, pipelines, injection
sites on land proposed for the project,
and potential measures to mitigate
potential environmental impacts} and a
“no-action” alternative. Regarding the no
action alternative, DOE assumes for
purposes of the EIS that, if DOE decides
to withhold financial assistance, the
project would not proceed.

DOE will evaluate the two projects
that constitute the FutureGen 2.0
program with and without any
mitigating conditions that DOE may
identify as reasonable and appropriate.
Alternatives considered in developing
respective components of the proposed
Future(en 2.0 program and eliminated
from further consideration will also be
discussed in the EIS.

The sequestration site would be
designed to accept and store at a
minimum the CO; captured at Ameren’s
Meredosia Power Station over its 30-
year design life. The Alliance undertook
a site selection process in October 2010
with the issuance of a Request for
Proposals seeking a site upon which the
Alliance would construct and operate
the CO; starage project, The Alliance
hosted two public meetings, one for
prospective site offerors and a
subsequent meeting for the general
public, on October 28, 2010, in
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Springfield, lllinois. Representatives for
16 proposed sites attended the meeting,
and the Alliance received proposals
from six sites in November 2010, In
December 2010, the Alliance selected
four of the six sites for further
evaluation and subsequently identified
three candidate sites, one preferred and
two alternates, which will be evaluated
in the EIS,

DOE will also consider a no-action
alternative whereby the Department
would not fund the FutureGen 2.0
program and the project would not
proceed. In the absence of DOE funding,
it would be unlikely that the project
proponents, or industry in general,
would soon undertake the utility-scale
integration of CO; capture and geologic
storage with a coal-fired power plant
repowered with oxy-combustion.
Abhsent DOE’s investment in a utility-
scale facility, the development of oxy-
combustion repowered plants integrated
with COs capture and geologic storage
would occur mare slowly or not at all.

Decision Making Process

DOE will consider public scoping
comments in preparing a Draft EIS,
which will be issued for public
comment. DOE will consider public
comments on the Draft EIS and respond
as appropriate in the Final EIS. No
sooner than 30 days following
completion of the Final EIS, DOE would
announce its decision regarding
whether to provide financial assistance
to these projects in a Record of Decision
(ROD). If DOE decides to provide
financial assistance, the Alliance would
develop its pipeline and storage site.
Similarly, Ameren would proceed with
detailed design and construction
activities at the Meredosia site,

Floodplains and Wetlands

Activities required to implement the
FutureGen 2.0 program, such as those
required to repower Unit 4 at the
Meredosia Power Station, would he
undertaken to avoid or minimize
potential impacts to wetlands or
floodplains. The Meredosia Power
Station site includes low lying areas to
the west, north, and south, which are
located in the floodplain. However, the
existing generating units as well as
proposed locations for the new oxy-
combustion unit are located above the
floodplain elevation. Any wetland and
floodplain impacts that might result
from installation of monitoring and
injection wells, or the construction of
CO., pipelines or other linear features
required for this program, will be
described in the EIS. In the event that
DOE were to identify wetlands and
floodplains that would be affected by

the FutureGen 2.0 program as a result of
pipelines, injection facilities, or
connected actions, DOE would prepare
a floodplain and wetland assessment in
accordance with its regulations at 10
CFR Part 1022, and include the
assessment in the Draft EIS.

Preliminary Identification of
Environmental Issues

DOE intends to address the issues
listed below when considering the
potential impacts resulting from the
construction and operation of the
proposed FutureGen 2.0 program and
any connected actions. This list is
neither intended to be all-inclusive, nor
a predetermined set of potential
impacts. DOE invites comments on
whether this is an appropriate list of
issues that should be considered in the
EIS. The preliminary list of potentially
affected resources or activities and their
related environmental issues includes:

Air quality resources: Potential air
quality impacts from emissions during
construction and operation of the
repowered Unit 4 at the Meredosia plant
or CCS facilities and other related
facilities on local ar regicnal air quality;

Climate change: Potential impacts
from emissions of CO; and other
gresnhouse gas emissions;

Water resources: Potential impacts
from water utilization and consumption,
plus potential impacts from stream
crossings and wastewater discharges;

Infrastructure and land use: Potential
environmental and socioeconomic
impacts associated with the project,
including delivery of feed materials and
distribution of products (e.g., access
roads, pipelines);

Visual resources: Potential impacts to
the view shed, scenic views {e.g.,
impacts from the injection wells,
pipelines, and support facilities for the
injection wells and pipelines), and
perception of the community or locality;

Solid wastes: Pollution prevention
and waste management issues
(generation, treatment, transport,
storage, disposal or use), including
potential impacts from the generation,
treatment, storage, and management of
hazardous materials and other solid
wastes;

Biological resources: Potential
impacts to vegetation, wildlife,
threatened or endangered species, and
ecologically sensitive habitats;

Floodplains and wetlands: Potential
wetland and floodplain impacts from
construction of project facilities;

Traffic: Potential impacts from the
construction and operation of the
facilities, including changes in local
traffic patterns, deterioration of roads,
traflic hazards, and traffic controls;
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Historic and cultural resources:
Potential impacts related to site
development and the associated linear
facilities (e.g., pipelines);

Geology: Potential impacts from the
injection and storage of CO2 on
underground resources such as ground
water supplies, mineral resources, and
fossil fuel resources, and the fate and
stabili}y of CO: being stored,;

Health and safety issues: Potential
impacts associated with use, transport,
and storage of hazardous chemicals, as
well as CO, capture and transport to the
sequestration site;

Socioeconomics: Potential impacts to
schools, housing, public services, and
logal revenues, including the creation of

obs;

) Environmental justice: Potential for
disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on minority and low-income
populations;

Noise and light: Potential disturbance
impacts from construction,
transportation of materials, and facility
operations;

Connected actions: Potential impacts
from the integrated operations of the
oxy-combustion project and
sequestration project, as well as
potential development of support
facilities ar supporting infrastructure;

Cumulative effects that could result
from the incremental impacts of the
proposed project when added to other
past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions;

DOE will also address compliance
with regulatory and environmental
permitting requirements and
environmental monitoring plans
associated with the carbon capture
facility and €O» geologic storage
activities.

Public Scoping Process

This Notice of Intent initiates the
scoping process under NEPA, which
will guide the development of the Draft
EIS. To ensure identification of issues
related to DOE’s proposed action with
respect to the proposed FutureGen 2.0
program, DOE seeks public input to
define the scope of the EIS. The public
scoping period will end June 22, 2011.
Interested government agencies, Native
American Tribes, private-sector
organizations, and the general public are
encouraged to submit comments or
suggestions concerning the content of
the EIS, issues and impacts that should
be addressed, and alternatives that
should be considered. Scoping
comments should clearly describe
specific issues or topics that the EIS
should address. Written, e-mailed, or
faxed comments should be received by
Junse 22, 2011 (see ADDRESSES), DOE will
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consider late cornments to the extent
practicable.

DOE will conduct public scoping
mestings according to the following
schedule:

June 7, 2011—Taylorville High School,
815 W, Springfield Road, Taylorville,
I1. 62568.

June 8, 2011—Ironhorse Golf Club, 2000
Ironhorse Drive, Tuscola, IL 61953.

June 9, 2011—The Jacksonville Elks
Lodge, 231 West Morgan Strest,
Jacksonville, IL 62650.

Each public scoping meeting will
include an informal session from 5 to
7 p.m, followed by a formal presentation
at 7 p.m.

Oral comments will be heard during
the formal portion of the scoping
meetings. The public is also invited to
learn more about the project at an
informal session at each location. DOE
requests that anyone who wishes to
speak at the public scoping meetings
should contact Mr. Whyte, either by
phone, e-mail, fax, or postal mail {see
ADDRESSES).

Those who do not arrange in advance
to speak may register at the meeting
(preferably at the beginning of the
meeting) and would be given an
opportunity to speak after previously
scheduled speakers. Speakers will be
given approximately five minutes to
present their comments. Those speakers
who want more than five minutes
should indicate the length of time
desired in their request. Depending on
the number of speakers, DOE may need
to limit all speakers to five minutes
initially and provide additional
opportunity as time permits. Individuals
may also provide written materials in
lieu of, or supplemental to, their
presentations. DOE will give equal
consideration to oral and written
comments.

DOE will begin the formal meeting
with an overview of the proposed
FutureGen 2.0 program. The meeting
will not be conducted as an evidentiary
hearing, and speakers will not be cross-
examined. However, speakers may be
asked gquestions to help ensure that DOE
fully understands the comments or
suggestions. A presiding officer will
establish the order of speakers and
provide any additional procedures
necessary to conduct the meeting. A
stenographer will record the
proceedings, including all oral
comments received.

Issued in Washington, DC, this 18th day of
May 2011.
Charles D, McConnell,
Chief Operating Officer, Office of Fassil
Energy.
[FR Doc., 201112632 Filed 5-20-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environmental Management Site-
Speclfic Advisory Board, Oak Ridge
Reservation

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces a
meeting of the Environmental
Management Site-Specific Advisory
Board (EM SSAB), Oak Ridge
Reservation. The Federal Advisory
Committee Act (Pub. L. 92—463, 86 Stat.
770) requires that public notice of this
meeting be announced in the Federal
Register.

DATES: Wednesday, June 8, 2011, 6 p.m.

ADDRESSES: DOE Information Center,
475 Oak Ridge Turnpike, Oak Ridge,
Tennessee 37830.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patricia J. Halsey, Federal Coordinator,
Department of Energy Oak Ridge
Operations Office, P.0. Box 2001, EM—
90, Oak Ridge, TN 37831. Phone (865)
576—4025; Fax (865) 576—2347 or e-mail:
halseypj@oro.doe.gov or check the Web
site at http://www.oakridge.doe.gov/em/
ssab.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Purpose of the Board: The purpose of
the Board is to make recommendations
to DOE-EM and site management in the
areas of environmental restoration,
waste management, and related
activities.

Tentative Agenda: The main meeting
presentation will be on the 2011 Oak
Ridge Reservation Remediation
Effectiveness Report and the upcoming
CERCLA Five-Year Review.

Public Participation: The EM SSAB,
Oak Ridge, welcomes the attendance of
the public at its advisory committee
meetings and will make every effort to
accommodate persons with physical
disabilities or special needs. f you
require special accommodations due to
a disability, please contact Patricia J.
Halsey at least seven days in advance of
the meeting at the phone number listed
above, Written statements may be filed
with the Board either before or after the
meeting. Individuals who wish to make
oral statements pertaining to the agenda
item should contact Patricia J. Halsey at
the address or telephone number listed
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APPENDIX B
Consultation Letters

B1 — Native American Tribal Consultation
B2 — Protected Species Consultation

B3 — Cultural Resources Consultation

B4 — Natural Resources Consultation

for the

Final Environmental Impact Statement
FutureGen 2.0 Project
Meredosia, Illinois (Morgan County)

Note: This appendix was updated for the Final EIS.

DOE/EIS-0460
October 2013
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Appendix B

Consultation Letters

In the course of preparing this EIS, interaction efforts among state and federal agencies were necessary to
discuss issues of concern or other interests that could be affected by the proposed project, obtain
information pertinent to the environmental impact analysis of the proposed project, and initiate
consultations or permit processes. Following are the consultation letters sent to the various agencies
accompanied by the agency responses, when responses were received. The appendix is organized as
follows:

B1 - Native American Tribal Consultation (Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma, Kickapoo Tribe of
Indians of the Kickapoo Reservation in Kansas, Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma, Kickapoo Traditional
Tribe of Texas, Prairie Band of the Potawatomi Nation, Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin, lowa Tribe of
Kansas & Nebraska, Osage Nation, Kaw Nation, Citizen Potawatomi Nation, Forest County Potawatomi
Community, Hannahville Indian Community, Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians, Sac and Fox Tribe
of the Mississippi in lowa, Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska, Sac and Fox Nation
of Oklahoma, Delaware Nation, Oklahoma, Miami Tribe of Oklahoma)

B2 — Protected Species Consultation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Marion Illinois Sub-office)

B3 - Cultural Resources Consultation (lllinois Historic Preservation Agency, State Historic
Preservation Office)

B4 - Natural Resources Consultation (lllinois Department of Natural Resources, Illinois
Department of Agriculture)
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NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBAL CONSULTATION
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Thomas E. Gamble
Chief

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1326

Miami, OK 74355

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Gamble:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Ms. Janice Rowe-Kurak
Chairperson

lowa Tribe of Oklahoma
Rt. 1, Box 721

Perkins, OK 74059

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Ms. Rowe-Kurak:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. David K. Sprague

Chairperson

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians of Michigan
P.O. Box 218

Dorr, MI 49323

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Sprague:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Homer A. Mandoka

Chairperson

Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi, Michigan
2221 -1 1/2 Mile Rd

Fulton, MI 49052

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Mandoka:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments

Appendix B B-12



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. George Blanchard

Governor

Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
2025 S. Gordon Cooper Drive

Shawnee, OK 74801

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Blanchard:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Ms. Glenna J. Wallace

Chief

Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 350

Seneca, MO 64865

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Ms. Wallace:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Ron Sparkman
Chief

The Shawnee Tribe
P.O. Box 189
Miami, OK 74354

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Sparkman:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a Notice of Intent on May 23, 2011 to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in
Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the
FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in the notice, the FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-
Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a
Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).
Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected by the proposed
action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available project information
and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected and wishes to engage
in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Frank Hecksher

Special Projects Manager

Peoria Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1527

118 S. Eight Tribes Trail

Miami, OK 74355

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Hecksher:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011
Mr. Russell Bradley
Chairman
Kickapoo Tribe of Indians of the Kickapoo Reservation in Kansas
P.O. Box 271

1107 Goldfinch Road
Horton, KS 66439

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Bradley:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Gilbert Salazar
Chairman

Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 70

407 North Hwy. 102
McCloud, OK 74851

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Salazar:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Juan Garza , Jr.

Chairman

Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas
HC 1, Box 9700

Eagle Pass, TX 78852

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Garza , Jr.:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Steve Ortiz

Chairman

Prairie Band of the Potawatomi Nation
16281 Q Road

Mayetta, KS 66509-8970

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Ortiz:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Wilfrid Cleveland
President

Ho-Chunk Nation of Wisconsin
P.O. Box 667

W9814 Airport Road

Black River Falls, Wl 54615

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Cleveland:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Timothy Rhodd

Chairman

lowa Tribe of Kansas & Nebraska
3345 B Thrasher Road

White Cloud, KS 66094

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Rhodd:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. John D. Red Eagle
Principal Chief

Osage Nation

P.O. Box 779

627 Grandview
Pawhuska, OK 74056

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Red Eagle:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
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Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Guy Gene Munroe
Chairman

Kaw Nation

698 Grandview Drive
Kaw City, OK 74641

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Munroe:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

Appendix B B-35



page 2

Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. John A. Barrett
Chairman

Citizen Potawatomi Nation
1601 S. Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, OK 74801

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Barrett:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Frank Harold

Chairman

Forest County Potawatomi Community
P.O. Box 340

5416 Everybody's Road

Crandon, WI 54520

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Harold:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Kenneth Meshigaud
Chairman

Hannahville Indian Community
N14911 Hannahville B1 Rd.
Wilson, M1 49896-9728

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Meshigaud:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

Appendix B B-41



page 2

Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Matthew Wesaw

Chairman

Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
P.O. Box 180

58620 Sink Road

Dowagiac, MI 49047

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Wesaw:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
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geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Hlinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments

Appendix B B-44



H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Adrian Pushetonequa

Chairman

Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in lowa
349 Meskwaki Road

Tama, 1A 52339-9629

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Pushetonequa:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Ms. Twen Barton

Chairwoman

Sac and Fox Nation of Missouri in Kansas and Nebraska
305 N. Main Street

Reserve, KS 66434

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Ms. Barton:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. George Thurman

Principal Chief

Sac and Fox Nation of Oklahoma
920883 S. Highway 99, Bldg. A
Stroud, OK 74079

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Thurman:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ) ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Ms. Tamara Francis
Delaware Nation, Oklahoma
P.O. Box 825

Anadarko, OK 73005

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Ms. Francis:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified your tribal government of
the department’s intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide you with the best available
project information and to determine whether your tribe has an interest in the lands potentially affected
and wishes to engage in government-to-government consultations in accordance with Executive Order
13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and DOE’s American Indian and
Alaskan Native Policy.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler, which may result in a new
natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a 70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and
located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1 is an illustration of the Meredosia
Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both for temporary features and staging
areas during construction and for permanent structures to support operations. Attachment 2 is an
illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,
Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
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County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hllinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO; storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

We are very interested in receiving your comments on the proposed action and accommodating your
wishes for further consultation and coordination. Your active participation in this ongoing consultation
process will be facilitated if we receive a written response on behalf of your tribal government. If you

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me via (cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov) or
phone (304-285-2098). Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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"onen”  KICKAPOO

CHAIRMAN TRADITIONAL
Juan Garza, Jr., Kisisika TRIBE OF TEXAS %
SECRETARY P
Jesus Anico, Chakodata HCR 1 Box 9700 ;
Eagle Pass, Texas 78852 ‘ i\
TREASURER
Rogelio Elizondo, Apichicuea % % %
MEMBERS
David J. Gonzalez, Kikekideah . .
Nanate Hernandez, Nanatea Traditional Council

August 3, 2011.

Cliff Whyte

NEPA Compliance Officer.
3610 Collins Ferry Road
PO Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Re:  FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan,
Christian, and Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Sir:

Thank you for your letter dated July 18, 2011, regarding FutureGen 2.0 Program
Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and Douglas Counties, Illinois
(DOE/EIS-0460).

Thank you for advising us about the proposed action. The Kickapoo Nation
values its traditions and customs so we appreciate your taking the time to ask for our
input in this matter. By keeping the lines of communication open we can peacefully co-
exist yet attend to our respective businesses.

We do not have any questions or concerns regarding the information within your
letter as we are unaware of any tribal sites in this area, therefore it does not affect our
interests in any way. Furthermore, the Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas wishes you
success in your endeavor.

Should you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact us.

.

£
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From: Cliff Whyte

To: Cynthia Ong; Fred Carey

Cc: Lucy Swartz

Subject: Fwd: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan,Christian, and Douglas Counties,
Illinois(DOE/EIS-0460)

Date: Tuesday, November 22, 2011 12:56:00 PM

Please add this to the administrative record.

Thanks
Cliff

3k ok ok 5k 5K 3K 3K 3K K 3K 3k 3k 3k 3k ok ok Sk ok ok ok 3K K K Kk >k sk sk sk kocko ok k kK kK

Cliff Whyte, General Engineer
U.S. Department of Energy
National Energy Technology Laboratory

304-285-2098 Office
cliff. whyte@netl.doe.gov

>>> "George Strack" <gstrack@miamination.com> 11/22/2011 12:46 PM >>>
November 22, 2011

Cliff Wyhte

NEPA Compliance Officer

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

PO Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Re: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan,Christian, and Douglas
Counties, Illinois(DOE/EIS-0460)

Aya, kikwehsitoole. My name is George Strack and I am the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer for the Federally Recognized Miami Tribe of Oklahoma. In this capacity, I am the
Miami Nation’s point of contact for all Section 106 issues.

In reference to the above mentioned construction project, the Miami Nation is not currently
aware of existing documentation directly linking a specific Miami cultural or historic site to the
above referenced construction site. However, as this site is within the homelands of the Miami
Nation, should any human remains or Native American cultural objects falling under the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) or anthropological evidence be
discovered during any phase of this specific project, the Miami Nation requests immediate
consultation with the entity of jurisdiction specific to the location of discovery.

The Miami Nation offers no objection to the proposed construction at this time. However, again,
should human remains and/or objects be uncovered, regardless of initial determination as to site
dating or cultural affiliation, please contact me at 317-625-1288 or by mail at the address listed
below to initiate consultation.
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Sincerely,

George J. Strack

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma

PO Box 1326

Miami, OK 74355

gstrack@miamination.com
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APPENDIX B2

PROTECTED SPECIES CONSULTATION
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H ' U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL =EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY /% ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Mr. Matt Mangan

Biologist

Marion Illinois Suboffice

Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior
8588 Route 148

Marion, IL 62959

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Mr. Mangan:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified the Fish and Wildlife
Service of its intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed action of
providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 Program. As described in that letter, the FutureGen 2.0
Program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by Ameren Energy
Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that may be affected
by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide the best available project
information and to initiate consultation with your office for conformance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler and the main boiler igniters,
which, if realized, would require a new natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a
70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1
is an illustration of the Meredosia Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both
for temporary features and staging areas during construction and for permanent structures to support
operations. Attachment 2 is an illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

DOE’s contractor for the EIS, Potomac-Hudson Engineering, Inc. (PHE), will support the consultations
for the respective laws, and a representative from PHE will contact your office soon. PHE will be
obtaining data for inclusion in the EIS. Please note that representatives from Ameren and the Alliance
may also periodically contact your office as they continue to develop the project. We are very interested
in receiving your comments on the proposed action and your assistance with the EIS. We would
appreciate your response within thirty days of the date of this letter. If you require any additional
information, please do not hesitate to contact me via email (cliff. whyte@netl.doe.gov) or phone (304-
285-2098). We look forward to your support.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Marion Illinois Sub-Office (ES)
8588 Rout 148
Marion, IL 62959
(618) 997-3344

August 16, 2011

Mr. Cliff Whyte

U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880
Morgantown, WV 26507

Dear Mr. Whyte:

This is in response to your letter requesting preliminary comments on the proposed FutureGen
2.0 Program. The proposed program consists of an oxy-combustion large scale test and a
pipeline and CO; storage reservoir component. The oxy-combustion large scale test and the
preferred CO, storage reservoir site are located in Morgan County, Illinois. The two alternative
CO, storage reservoir sites are located Christian, and Douglas Counties Illinois. These
comments are provided under the authority of and in accordance with the provisions of the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended; and, the National Environmental Policy Act.

To facilitate compliance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
Federal agencies are required to obtain from the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) information
concerning any species, listed or proposed to be listed, which may be present in the area of a
proposed action. Therefore, we are furnishing you the following list of species which have
ranges that include the oxy-combustion large scale test, preferred CO; storage reservoir, and two
alternative CO, storage reservoir areas (Morgan, Christian, and Douglas Counties) and have
included background information for each species in an attachment:

Classification Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat
Endangered Indiana bat Caves, mines; small stream
(Myotis sodalis) corridors with well developed

riparian woods; upland and
bottomland forests

Proposed as Snuffbox Small to medium-sized

Endangered (Epioblasma triquetra) creeks and some larger rivers,
in areas with a swift current
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Classification Common Name (Scientific Name) Habitat
Threatened Decurrent false aster Disturbed alluvial soils
(Boltonia decurrens)

Threatened Eastern prairie fringed orchid Mesic to wet prairies
(Platanthera leucophaea)

There is no designated critical habitat in the project area at this time.

For additional information you can go to our technical assistance website at the first link below
which provides Section 7 consultation guidance for Federal agencies and their applicants (i.e.
project proponents). From there you can go through the step-by-step instructions for the section
7(a)(2) consultation process. You will find information on threatened and endangered species
and list of species by county (second link below) along with other information on the
consultation process. By following the instructions, you can determine what your action area is,
whether listed species may be found within the action area, and if the project may affect listed
species. | have also included the third link below which includes a map showing the area of
responsibility for our office and that of our Rock Island Field office which covers a portion of
the proposed project.

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/section7/s7process/index.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinois-cty.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/illinoisfos.html

In developing the proposed project we would recommend that impacts to wetlands be avoided or
impacts minimized to the greatest extent possible. We would also recommend that any tree
clearing be minimized or avoided if possible to reduce impacts to potential habitat for the
Indiana bat and migratory birds.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide preliminary comments on the proposed project. If you
have any questions, please contact Matt Mangan of my staff at (618) 997-3344, ext. 345.

Sincerely,
/sl Matthew T. Mangan

For Joyce A. Collins
Assistant Field Supervisor
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FEDERALLY LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
INFORMATION FOR MORGAN, CHRISTIAN,
AND DOUGLAS COUNTIES, ILLINOIS

The endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) has been noted as occurring in several Illinois
counties. Potential habitat for this species occurs statewide, therefore, Indiana bats are
considered to potentially occur in any area with forested habitat. Indiana bats migrate seasonally
between winter hibernacula and summer roosting habitats. Winter hibernacula include caves and
abandoned mines. Females emerge from hibernation in late March or early April to migrate to
summer roosts. Females form nursery colonies under the loose bark of trees (dead or alive)
and/or in cavities, where each female gives birth to a single young in June or early July. A
maternity colony may include from one to 100 individuals. A single colony may utilize a
number of roost trees during the summer, typically a primary roost tree and several alternates.
Some males remain in the area near the winter hibernacula during the summer months, but others
disperse throughout the range of the species and roost individually or in small numbers in the
same types of trees as females. The species or size of tree does not appear to influence whether
Indiana bats utilize a tree for roosting provided the appropriate bark structure is present.
However, the use of a particular tree does appear to be influenced by weather conditions, such as
temperature and precipitation.

During the summer, Indiana bats frequent the corridors of small streams with well-developed
riparian woods, as well as mature bottomland and upland forests. It forages for insects along
stream corridors, within the canopy of floodplain and upland forests, over clearings with early
successional vegetation (old fields), along the borders of crop lands, along wooded fence rows,
and over farm ponds and in pastures. It has been shown that the foraging range for the bats
varies by season, age and sex and ranges up to 81 acres (33 ha). To avoid impacting the species,
tree clearing activities should not occur during the period of April 1 to September 30. If a
proposed action occurs within a 5-mile radius of a winter hibernacula, tree clearing should be
prohibited from April 1 to November 15. If it is necessary to clear trees during this time frame,
mist net surveys may be necessary to determine if Indiana bats are present. A search for this
species should be made prior to cave impacting activities.

The snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra) is proposed as endangered and is listed as occurring in the
Kankakee and Embarrass Rivers, which includes Coles, Cumberland, Douglas, Kankakee, and
Will Counties, Illinois. The species prefers small to medium-sized creeks and some larger rivers,
in areas with a swift current.

The decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) is listed as threatened and is known to occur in
several Illinois counties in the floodplain of the Illinois and Mississippi River. It is considered to
potentially occur in any county bordering the Illinois River and Jersey, Madison and St. Clair
Counties bordering the Mississippi River. It occupies disturbed alluvial soils in the floodplains
of these rivers. Federal regulations prohibit any commercial activity involving this species or the
destruction, malicious damage or removal of this species from Federal land or any other lands in
knowing violation of State law or regulation, including State criminal trespass law.
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The eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) is listed as threatened and occurs
in several Illinois counties. It occupies wet grassland habitats. Federal regulations prohibit any
commercial activity involving this species or the destruction, malicious damage or removal of
this species from Federal land or any other lands in knowing violation of State law or regulation,
including State criminal trespass law. This species should be searched for whenever wet prairie
remnants are encountered.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Marion Illinois Sub-Office (ES)
8588 Rout 148
Marion, IL 62959
(618) 997-3344

January 6, 2012

Mr. Ken Humphreys, CEO
FutureGen Alliance, Inc.

1101 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Sixth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20004

Dear Mr. Humphreys:

We have reviewed the Protected Species Survey Report prepared by Specialized Ecological
Services for the FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Incorporated Soil-Gas Monitoring and
Meteorological Tower Project located in Morgan County, Illinois. The proposed project
involves the installation of a meteorological tower and soil-gas collection network in support of
the FutureGen 2.0 Morgan County carbon sequestration site. These comments are provided
under the authority of and in accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended; and the National Environmental Policy Act.

Information in the letter indicates that a field survey revealed that no suitable habitat for the
decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) and Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) exists within the
proposed project area, thus you have determined the proposed project will have no effect on
either species. The field survey also revealed the eastern prairie fringed orchid is not present
within the project area, thus you have determined the proposed project will have no effect on the
eastern prairie fringed orchid. This precludes the need for further action on this project as
required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Should the
project be modified, or new information indicates listed or proposed species may be affected,
consultation or additional coordination with this office as appropriate, should be initiated.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project. If you have any questions, please
contact Matt Mangan of my staff at (618) 997-3344, ext. 345.

Sincerely,

/s/ Matthew T. Mangan
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For Joyce A. Collins
Assistant Field Supervisor

cc: Mr. Robert O. Rinella, Specialized Ecological Services
Ms. Amanda Stegen, Battelle
Mr. Cliff Whyte, USDOE
Mr. Tyson Zobrist, USACE
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APPENDIX B3

CULTURAL RESOURCES CONSULTATION

Note: This appendix was updated for the Final EIS.
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Illinois Historic
—i—- Preservation Agency

12" 1 Old State Capitol Plaza * Springfield, Illinois 62701-1512 + www.illinois-history.gov

Morgan County PLEASE REFER TO: IHPA LOG #004042811

Prentice

IL Route 123 at Beilschmidt Road going West on Beilschmidt Road, then South along Beilschmidt Road then
East to Site

Site Characterization Locale, FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.

June 1, 2011

Joseph P. Craig

Prairie Archaeology and Research
Post Office Box 5603
Springfield, IL 62705

Dear Sir:

Acre(s): 15.3 8Site(s): ©
Archaeological Contractor: PAR/Craig

Thank you for submitting the results of the archaeological reconnaissance. Our comments are required
by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its implementing
regulations, 36 CFR 800: "Protection of Historic Properties'.

Our staff has reviewed the archaeological Phase I reconnalssance report performed for the project
referenced above, The Phase I survey and assessment of the archaeological resources appear to be
adequate. Accordingly, we have determined, based upon this report, that no significant historic,
architectural, and archaeclogical resources are located in the project area.

Please submit a copy of this letter with your application to the state or federal agency from which you
obtain any permit, license, grant, or other assistance. Please retain this letter in your files as
evidence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
This clearance remains in effect for two years from date of issuance. It does not pertain to any
discovery during construction, nor is it a clearance for purposes of the Illinois Human Skeletal
Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440).

Sincerely,

Anne E. Haaker
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

A teletypewriter for the speech/hearing Impaired is available at 217-524-7128. It Is not a voice or lax fine.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N=TL NATIONAL EN=SRGY TECHNOLOGY LAS0ORATORY ENERGY

Albany, OR + Morgantown, WV « Pittsburgh, PA

July 18, 2011

Ms. Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Preservation Services Division

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

1 Old State Capitol Plaza

Springfield, IL 62701-1507

SUBJECT: FutureGen 2.0 Program Environmental Impact Statement; Morgan, Christian, and
Douglas Counties, Illinois (DOE/EIS-0460)

Dear Ms. Haaker:

In a letter dated May 24, 2011, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) notified the Illinois State Historic
Preservation Officer of its intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed
action of providing approximately $1 billion in Federal funding (most of it appropriated by the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 program. As described in that letter, the
FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test component undertaken by
Ameren Energy Resources (Ameren) and a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component undertaken by
the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance). Additional information is now available on the extent of lands that
may be affected by the proposed action. The purpose of this correspondence is to provide the best
available project information and to initiate consultation with your office for conformance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
particularly 36 CFR 800.4.

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawatt electricity (MWe) gross output advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’s Meredosia Power Station in west
central Illinois. The process would be designed to capture approximately 1.3 million metric tons of CO,
per year from the oxy-combustion system and is targeted to achieve a CO, capture rate exceeding 90
percent. Information about the project component is available at Ameren’s website:
www.ameren.com/CommunityMembers/Environment/Pages/FutureGenProject.aspx. In addition, there is
the potential that natural gas would be required as fuel for the auxiliary boiler and the main boiler igniters,
which, if realized, would require a new natural gas pipeline. The pipeline would be constructed within a
70-foot wide right-of-way (ROW) and located within a permanent 20-foot wide easement. Attachment 1
is an illustration of the Meredosia Power Station site showing areas where land would be disturbed both
for temporary features and staging areas during construction and for permanent structures to support
operations. Attachment 2 is an illustration of potential routes for the natural gas pipeline.

For the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir, the Alliance would design, construct, and operate a
transmission pipeline and geologic injection and storage facility. The CO, captured at Ameren’s facility
would be transported via the pipeline to the selected storage site where it would be injected through deep
wells into the Mount Simon sandstone formation, which is one of the Illinois Basin’s major deep saline
geologic formations. The Alliance has identified its preferred sequestration site in Morgan County,

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
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Illinois, and has identified two alternative sites, one in Christian County, Illinois and one in Douglas
County, Illinois. Information about this project component is available at the Alliance’s website:
www.futuregenalliance.org. Attachment 3 is an illustration showing the location of the Meredosia Power
Station, the preferred and alternative CO, storage sites, and the alternative 4-mile wide corridors in which
the CO, transmission pipeline may be constructed depending upon the storage site selected. Ultimately,
the pipeline would be constructed in a single corridor along one of the routes to a single storage site in
Morgan County, Christian County, or Douglas County, respectively 30, 75 or 125 miles from the
Meredosia Power Station. The construction and permanent ROWSs would be 80 feet and 50 feet in width,
respectively. A 100-foot ROW may be needed for special requirements, such as pipe transportation in
wooded hilly terrain or where side slope construction may be unavoidable. The pipeline would be buried
at least four feet underground. Additional depth of cover would be provided for crossings, drain ditches,
and irrigation tiles. For agricultural land, the pipeline would be buried at least five feet deep in accordance
with Hlinois Department of Agriculture Pipeline Construction Standards and Policies.

Two injection wells, 25 monitoring wells, and miscellaneous support facilities would be constructed at
the Morgan County CO, storage site. Although currently unknown at this time, the final location of
injection wells would be based on results from ongoing characterization studies. The Alliance does not
plan to identify the location of injection wells at the Christian or Douglas County sites unless concerns
arise around the technical, legal, or public acceptability of the preferred Morgan County site. Instead, the
Alliance has identified 25-square mile (16,000-acre) study areas in Christian and Douglas counties for
injection sites. It is expected that up to approximately 25 acres would be disturbed within the storage site
study areas.

DOE’s contractor for the EIS, Potomac-Hudson Engineering, Inc. (PHE), will support the consultations
for the respective laws, and a representative from PHE will contact your office soon. PHE will be seeking
information for inclusion in the EIS. Please note that representatives from Ameren and the Alliance may
also periodically contact your office as they continue to develop the project. We are very interested in
receiving your comments on the proposed action and your assistance with the EIS. We would appreciate
your response within thirty days of the date of this letter. If you require any additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact me via email (cliff. whyte@netl.doe.gov) or phone (304-285-2098). We
look forward to your support.

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
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Hrasovalion Sanites

July 29, 2011 IHPA REVIEW
HIA
AC
CERTIFIED MAIL: 7002 3150 0001 2354 9150 2:;: |

Ms, Anne Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ)
lllinols Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA)

1 Old State Capilol Plaza

Springfield, IL 62701-1507

RE: Repower Meredosia Uil 4 - FutureGen 2 0 Program

Dear Ms. Haaker:

This lelter is 1o provide initial nofification thal Ameren Energy Generaling a subsidiary of Ameren
Energy Resources Company, LLC (AER), Ihe holding company for merchanlt generalion for Ameren
Corporalion Is in the early stages of developing a plan lo repower unit 4 of the Meredosia Power
Planl. The Meredosia Power Plant is located in Morgan County. lil., at the southern edge of
Meredosia, IL on the lllinois River, (see altached annotated copy of USGS Meredosia Topo map).
The repowering is part of the Department of Energy (DOE) FutureGen 2.0 program

The FutureGen 2.0 program consists of an Oxy-Combuslion Large Scale Test component undertaken
by Ameren and a Pipeline and CO2 Storage Reservoir component undertaken by the FutureGen
Alliance. For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test. Ameren will construct and operate an
approximately 200-megawalt electricity (MWe) gross oulput advanced oxy-combustion system to
repower the existing Unit 4 steam turbine generator.

As you know, federal and stale regulations require IHPA review for any federal or stale-permitted or
funded undertaking. Since this projected funded in part by the DOE and may require acquisilion of
permits/approvals from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and IL-EPA (land disturbance
permitting), we are notifying you in accordance with those regulations,

Current use of the area is industrial / rural. There are some existing structures/buildings located

within the project area thal will be affected by the new construction and we will provide this |
information to you as it becomes available. Ground disturbance is expected during the construction/
development phase of the project. The proposed impact areas in and around the Meredosia Power

Plant are show on the attached Figure 1.

As we progress with the project and additional intormation is available related to land impact, we will
provide you updated information. Please review the unclosed information and let me know if you

1901 Chomeny Avonun _
PO Box 66149, MG 602 St Lowis, MOGIIGB B4 © Ameren.com
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have any comments or concerns with this projecl. If you require any additional information or would
like to have a meeting with Ameren on this project, please feel free lo contact me.

We look forward to working with you on this project.
Respectiully,

f| yes §ERuA .‘f(., .

Brian F. Holderness

Sr. Environmental Health Physicist

Environmental Services

T 314.554.3574

F 314.554.4182
bholderness@ameren.com

Enclosures
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Illinois Historic
=== Preservation Agency

_.

'A 1 Old State Capitol Plaza <« Springfield, lllinois 62701-1512 ¢ www.illinois-history.gov
Morgan County PLEASE REFER TO: IHPA LOG #022111811

Yatesville

West of Beilschmidt Road
Section:25-Township:16N-Range:9W, Section:26-Township:l6N-Range:9SW
Soil gas monitoring, FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.

November 29, 2011

Joseph P. Craig

Prairie Archaeology and Research
B, /O Bo¥ 5603

Springfield, IL 62705

Dear Mr. Craig:

Acre(s): 6 Site(s): ©
Archaeological Contractor: PAR/Craig

Thank you for submitting the results of the archaeological reconnaissance. Our comments are required
by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its implementing
regulations, 36 CFR 800: "Protection of Historic Properties".

Our staff has reviewed the archaeological Phase I reconnaissance report performed for the project
referenced above. The Phase I survey and assessment of the archaeclogical resources appear to be
adequate. Accordingly, we have determined, based upon this report, that no significant historic,
architectural, and archaeoclogical resources are located in the project area.

Please submit a copy of this letter with your application to the state or federal agency from which you
obtain any permit, license, grant, or other assistance. Please retain this letter in your files as
evidence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
This clearance remains in effect for two years from date of issuance. It does not pertain to any
discovery during construction, nor is it a clearance for purposes of the Illinois Human Skeletal
Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440).

Sincerely,

Anne E. Haaker
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

c: Ken Humphreys, FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.

A teletypewriter for the speech/hearing impaired is available at 217-524-7128. It is not a voice or fax line.
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#7%, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY 12/ ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

January 26, 2012

Ms. Anne E. Haaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency

1 Old State Capitol Plaza

Springfield, IL 62701

RE: FutureGen 2.0 Initiative
Dear Ms. Haaker,

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) would like to thank you and your staff for meeting with
staff from the FutureGen Alliance in December and back in March. The purpose of this letter is to
help clarify roles and responsibilities for complying with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). On August 5, 2010, DOE awarded American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 funding to the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance) and Ameren Energy
Resources to build FutureGen 2.0, a clean coal repowering program and carbon dioxide storage
network.

On November 28, 2011, the Alliance announced that it is negotiating an option to purchase
portions of the Meredosia Energy Center from Ameren Energy Resources Company. The purchase
option would provide the Alliance with the assets it would need to continue the development of the
FutureGen 2.0 clean coal power program in Morgan County, Illinois.

DOE is in the process of drafting an environmental impact statement, which is expected to be
published in 2012. DOE sent consultation letters to 24 tribal organizations.

DOE is requesting that your office continue to work with staff from the Alliance regarding the
FutureGen 2.0 initiative to identify cultural resource issues and seek comments regarding specific
work plans at various stages of this project. Mr. Tom Anderson is the environmental permitting
task leader for the Alliance and will continue to be Illinois Historic Preservation Agency’s
(IHPA'’s) point of contact. DOE is responsible for complying with Section 106 of NHPA. DOE
will likely be contacting your office regarding a Programmatic Agreement in the foreseeable
future.

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
cliff. whyte@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-2098 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov
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If you have any questions, please contact me at 304-285-2098 or by email at
cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov

Sincerely,

il

Cliff Whyte
NEPA Compliance Officer

cc:
Joseph Phillippe, Chief Archaeologist of the IHPA

Tom Anderson, Environmental Permitting for the Alliance
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Melissa Sanford

From: Anderson, Thomas L <Thomas.L.Anderson@pnnl.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 1:07 PM

To: Joe Phillippe (Joe.Phillippe@illinois.gov)

Cc: Cliff Whyte; O'Neil, Tara; Joe Craig (jcraig@prairiearchaeology.com)
Subject: Draft Programmatic Agreement

Attachments: FG 2 DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT to IHPA 08 28 2012.docx

Please find attached for IHPA'’s review and consideration a draft Programmatic Agreement (PA)
among IHPA, DOE, and the FutureGen Alliance, establishing the process for consultations, reviews,
and compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing
regulations. Both DOE and the Alliance have review and approve this draft and are committed to
working with IHPA toward a final PA that all parties can sign.

You will note that this PA includes only Morgan County. You may have seen recent announcements
by the Alliance and DOE that have reduced the scope of the project to the Meredosia power plant, the
pipeline to the proposed Morgan County injection site, and the action of injecting and storing CO2
beneath the Morgan County injection site, and of course a no action alternative. This reduction in
scope was based on the confirmatory results of our characterization well in Morgan County which
demonstrated the viability of the Mt Simon sandstone formation to accept the volume of CO2
proposed by the project. As a result, the Christian and Douglas County sites have been dropped
from detailed evaluation in DOE’s EIS, and all action of FutureGen 2.0 will occur only in Morgan
County.

You will also note that the intended signers of the PA are only DOE, the Alliance, and the SHPO. The
Alliance is negotiating a purchase option with Ameren for those elements of Meredosia power plant
needed for FutureGen 2.0, and therefore any construction or operational impacts, and the mitigation
thereof, resulting at the power plant site from the project will be the Alliance’s responsibility and not
Ameren’s.

As you review this draft PA, please contact me with any questions you might have,

Tom

Thomas L. Anderson

Senior Environmental Project Manager
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
PO Box 5254

31106 Clyde Court

Buena Vista, CO 81211

Phone 719-395-0130

Fax 719-395-0131

Email Thomas.L.Anderson@pnnl.gov
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION, THE ILLINOIS

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AGENCY, THE FUTUREGEN ALLIANCE, AND THE

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
REGARDING THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF
THE FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT, AN OXY-COMBUSTION POWER GENERATION
FACILITY, PIPELINE, AND CO; STORAGE RESERVOIR PROJECT

IN MORGAN COUNTY, ILLINOIS

WHEREAS, the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance) proposes to construct and operate the FutureGen
2.0 Project (Project), including the modification of an existing Meredosia Power Generation
Station near Meredosia, Illinois; construction of approximately 30 miles of a carbon dioxide
(CO,) transport pipeline; and the development of surface and subsurface facilities for the
injection of CO; in an underground storage field. The Project will include associated above and
below ground facilities such as pump stations, transmission facilities, access roads, and injection
and monitoring wells) and ancillary facilities (such as utilities, office and visitor space,
temporary workplace areas, and contractor lay down yards); and

WHEREAS, the Alliance has entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the United States
Department of Energy (DOE) in order to secure cost-shared funding for the construction of the
Project;

WHEREAS, DOE recognizes its role as the “Agency Official” responsible for ensuring that, in
the provision of financial assistance for the Project, DOE complies with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended), and its implementing
regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR § 800.14(b)); and

WHEREAS, DOE has determined that the activities associated with the construction and
operation of the Project may have an adverse effect on properties that are listed in or eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and has consulted with the Illinois State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Native American Tribes pursuant to 36 CFR § 800;
and

WHEREAS, DOE intends to use the provisions of this Programmatic Agreement (PA) to
address applicable requirements of Sections 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 470f and 470h-2(f)); and

WHEREAS, the Alliance acknowledges (as the Project’s managing and operating contractors
and recipients of Federal funding) their responsibility for preparing the necessary information
and analysis for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance, pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.2(a)(3); and
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WHEREAS, the Alliance, which proposes to construct and operate the FutureGen 2.0 Project,
has participated in consultations, has been invited by DOE under 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(4) and
800.6(c)(2) to sign this agreement as an invited signatories, and intends to sign said agreement;
and

WHEREAS, the definitions listed in 36 CFR § 800 are applicable throughout this Programmatic
Agreement; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the signatories to this Programmatic Agreement agree that the
Undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations which the
signatories agree will ensure all necessary compliance with the relevant provisions of the NHPA.

Stipulations

I. Professional Qualifications Standards

All actions prescribed by this Agreement that involve the identification, evaluation, analysis,
recording, treatment, monitoring, or disposition of historic properties, or that involve the
reporting or documentation of such actions in the form of reports, forms, or other records, shall
be carried out by or under the direct supervision of a person or persons who meets, at a
minimum, the qualifications for history, archaeology, or architectural history specified in the
Secretary of Interior's "Professional Qualifications Standards™ (36 CFR § 800.2(a)(1)) and

(48 FR 44739-190), as appropriate.

I1. Identification and Evaluation of Potential Historic Properties

A. Identification of Historic Properties

1) The Alliance will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and avoid
significant historic properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Under consultation with the SHPO, the
Alliance will describe and define the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred
to as the APE) in accordance with the definition contained in 36 CFR § 800.16(d).
The APE may be modified upon consultation with the SHPO to facilitate
avoidance and will be documented through the implementation of historic
property surveys and testing, documentary research, recordation, and other
investigation data. The APE may be amended without amending the
Programmatic Agreement. The APE may be amended by agreement of the
signatories and shall be memorialized in writing.

2) The Alliance will ensure that all reconnaissance surveys and subsurface testing
are conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Identification and Evaluation (48 FR 44720-23) and
take into account the National Park Service publication “The Archaeological
Survey: Method and Uses” (1978) and any extant or most recent version of
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appropriate SHPO guidelines for historic properties reconnaissance
survey/reports, related guidance, etc.

B. Evaluation of Historic Properties

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

In consultation with the SHPO, the Alliance will evaluate the eligibility of
significant historic properties by applying the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) criteria (36 CFR 8§ 60.4).

For those properties that the SHPO agrees are not eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP, no further historic properties investigations will be required, and Project
activities may proceed in those areas.

If the survey results in the identification of properties that the SHPO agrees are
eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, the Alliance shall treat such properties in
accordance with Part I11 below.

If the Alliance and the SHPO do not agree on NRHP eligibility, or if the ACHP
or the National Park Service so request, DOE will request a formal determination
of eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP, National Park Service, whose
determination shall be final.

Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, DOE and/or the SHPO will provide the appropriate Tribe(s)
and the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s) (THPO) information related to the
treatment measures proposed by the Alliance.

I11. Treatment of Historic Properties

Those individual historic properties that DOE and the SHPO agree are eligible for nomination to,
or that the Keeper has determined are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, will be treated in the
following manner:

Appendix B

1)

2)

If DOE, in consultation with the SHPO, determines that no other actions are
feasible to avoid and minimize effect to archaeological properties, then the
Alliance will develop a treatment plan, which may include various levels of data
recovery, recordation, documentation, and active protection measures. Alliance
will implement the treatment plan in consultation with DOE and the SHPO.

If data recovery is the agreed-upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research questions developed in consultation with the SHPO. The
treatment plan shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and take into
account the ACHP’s publication Treatment of Archaeological Properties (1980)
and pertinent SHPO guidance. It will specify, at a minimum, the following:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan
is to be carried out;

b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research
relevance and importance;
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c. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance
to the research questions;

d. Proposed methods of dissemination results of the work to the interested
public; and

e. Proposed schedule for the submission of the results to the SHPO.

3) The Alliance will submit the treatment plan to DOE and/or the SHPO for 30 days’
review and comment. The Alliance will take into account DOE and/or SHPO
comment(s) and will ensure that the data recovery plan is implemented.

4) The Alliance will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or under the
direct supervision of an archaeologist(s), architectural historian(s), and/or other
appropriate cultural resource specialist that meets, at a minimum, the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5) The Alliance will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel, equipment,
and laboratory space is available for the analysis and temporary curation of
materials, artifacts, and biological specimens recovered from historic properties.

6) The Alliance will develop and implement an adequate program in consultation
with the SHPO to secure and protect historic properties from vandalism during the
process of data recovery.

IV. Treatment of Human Remains, Funerary Objects, Sacred Objects, or Objects of Cultural
Patrimony

A. When human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural
patrimony are encountered or collected, the Alliance will comply with all provisions
outlined in applicable Federal or state law, regulations, guidance, provisions, etc., and
any decisions regarding the treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the
rights of lineal descendants, Tribes and other recognized Native American groups in
consultation with the SHPO, THPO, and /or other appropriate legal authority
regarding the evaluation, assessment, documentation, and disposition of remains or
objects.

B. If burials are discovered during the investigations covered by this PA, the Alliance
shall ensure that required notifications of the discovery will be made to the county
coroner and the SHPO as stipulated in the Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act
(20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170). Then, following authorization under the Human
Skeletal Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170) and its rules, human
burials, human remains, and any associated burial artifacts will be removed following
procedures for recordation and reporting that are similar to those established under
the Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170). No
excavation of human remains will be performed except under the direction of a
“Certified Skeletal Analyst” (17 IAC 4170.300(f)).

V. Unexpected Discoveries
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The Alliance will notify DOE and the SHPO as soon as practicable if it appears that the Project
will affect a previously unidentified property that may be eligible for the NRHP or affect a
known historic property in an unanticipated manner.

1) The Alliance will stop construction activities in the vicinity of the discovery
and will take all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the
property until consultation with the SHPO. (In the case of human remains,
The Alliance will notify the appropriate agencies as detailed in Part 1V,
subpart B of this PA.)

2) DOE will notify the SHPO at the earliest possible time and consult with the
SHPO to develop actions that will take into account the effects of the Project.
DOE will notify the SHPO of any time constraints, and DOE and the SHPO
will mutually agree upon time frames for this consultation.

3) The Alliance may participate in this consultation.

4) DOE will provide the SHPO with written recommendations that take the
effect of the Project into account.

5) If the SHPO does not object to DOE’s recommendations within the agreed
upon time frame, DOE will require the Alliance to modify the activities as
necessary to implement the recommendations.

V1. Dispute Resolution

A. Should the SHPO, the ACHP, the Alliance or any other consulting party object within
time frames provided by this PA to any plans, specifications, or actions provided for
review pursuant to this Agreement, DOE will consult further with the objecting party
to seek resolution.

B. Should DOE object within time frames provided by this PA to any plans,
specifications, or actions provided for review pursuant to this Agreement, DOE will
consult further with the other parties to seek resolution. If DOE determines within 14
days of receipt that the SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance objection cannot be
resolved, DOE will forward to the ACHP all documentation relevant to the dispute
including DOE’s proposed resolution to the objection.

C. Any recommendation or comment provided by the ACHP will pertain only to the
subject of the dispute. The responsibility of the signatories to carry out all actions
under this PA that are not subject to the dispute will remain unchanged. The
signatories will continue to implement other terms of the PA that are not subject to
dispute.

VI1Il. Duration, Amendments, and Termination

A. Unless terminated pursuant to Subpart C below, this PA shall remain in effect from
the date of execution until DOE, in consultation with all other signatories, determines
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that the terms of this PA have been fulfilled in a satisfactory manner. Upon a
determination by DOE that the terms of this PA have been satisfactorily fulfilled, this
PA will terminate and have no further force or effect. DOE will provide all other
signatories with written notice of its determination and of termination of this PA.
Unless amended otherwise, this will expire on December 31, 2020.

B. If any signatory to the PA determines that the stipulations of the PA cannot be
fulfilled, the signatories may consult to seek amendment of the PA. Amendments to
this PA will be specific to the applicable and legitimate circumstances unless
otherwise agreed to by the signatories.

C. DOE, the SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance may terminate this PA by providing 30
days written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during
the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that
would avoid termination. Termination of this PA will require compliance with 36
CFR 8 800. This PA may be terminated without further consultation by the execution
of a subsequent PA that explicitly terminates or supersedes its terms, or by DOE’s
implementation of Program Alternatives, pursuant to 36 CFR 8800.14.

VII1. Execution of this Programmatic Agreement

This PA may be executed in counterparts, with a separate page for each signatory, and DOE will
ensure that each party is provided with a fully executed copy. This PA will become effective on
the date of the last signature to this PA.

The execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that DOE has
afforded the SHPO and the ACHP reasonable opportunity to comment on its administration of all
aforementioned activities associated with the FutureGen 2.0 Project and, in addition, further
evidences that DOE has satisfied its responsibilities with regard to complying with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended), its
implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR § 800.14(b)) and the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) (42 U.S.C. 1996 and 1996a) for all
undertakings associated with the FutureGen Project.
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Illinois Historic

=== Preservation Agency
. FAX 217/782-8161

bee@n ' 1 Old State Capitol Plaza + Springfield, lllinois 62701-1512 ¢ www.illinois-history.gov

Morgan County PLEASE REFER TO: IHPA LOG #017092112

Meredosia

Near SR 104

USDOE/EIS-0460D

Oxy-combustion power generation facility, pipeline & Co2 storage, FutureGen 2.0 Project

May 30, 2013

Ken Humphreys

FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.

1101 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Sixth Floor
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Mr. Humphreys:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the FutureGen 2.0 project which will
receive funding through the U.S. Department of Energy. Our review is required pursuant to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and it’s implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800,
“Protection of Historic Properties.”

The report adequately identifies the area of potential effects and discusses historic properties
possibly eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. We offer the following technical
corrections on the report:

1. The Illinois Register of Historic Places no longer exists;
2. The Illinois Comprehensive Preservation Plan was updated in 2012 and is available for review
at our website, www.illinoishistory.gov.

We concur with the conclusion of the draft Environmental Impact Statement that a Programmatic
Agreement to address treatment of historic properties is appropriate and will work with the Department
of Energy to include an agreement in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. This document will
reflect the adequacy of planned geomorphological and archaeological survey methodologies.

Sincerely,

Anne E. Haaker
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

AEH/JSP

cc: Cliff whyte, National Energy Technology Laboratory

A teletypewriter for the speech/hearing impaired is available at 217-524-7128. It is not a voice or fax line.
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June 12, 2013

Mr. Lee Webb

DOE Liaison

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 803
Washington, DC 20004

SUBJECT: Draft Programmatic Agreement for FutureGen 2.0 Project in Morgan County, Illinois
Dear Mr. Webb:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to provide cost share funding to the FutureGen
Alliance (Alliance) to construct and operate the FutureGen 2.0 Project. The proposed project
includes modifying an existing power plant near Meredosia, Illinois; construction of approximately
30-miles of acarbon dioxide (CO,) transport pipeline; and the devel opment of surface and
subsurface facilities for the injection of CO, into an underground storage field. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement is currently in the public notice period and is available at DOE’s
NETL web site: http://www.netl.doe.gov/publications/other sinepa/deis apr.html.

The purpose of thisletter isto notify the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation that DOE
intends to fulfill its obligations under Section 106 of the Nationa Historic Preservation Act through
a Programmatic Agreement (PA). The draft PA is attached and we are formally inviting your
office to participate. If you do not wish to be actively involved in the process, we will keep you
informed of our progress and provide you a copy of the resulting documents. We welcome your
participation and assistance at any stage of the process and look forward to hearing from you
regarding your desire to participate.

Sincerely,

Cliff D. Whyte
Director, Environmental Compliance Division
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Enclosure

cc w\ enc:

Amy Martin,

State Historic Preservation Officer
Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
313 South 6th Street

Old State-Journal Register Building
Springfield, IL 62701
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE ILLINOISHISTORIC PRESERVATION AGENCY, THE FUTUREGEN
INDUSTRIAL ALLIANCE, INC., AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
REGARDING THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF
THE FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT, AN OXY-COMBUSTION POWER GENERATION
FACILITY, PIPELINE, AND CO; STORAGE RESERVOIR PROJECT
IN MORGAN COUNTY, ILLINOIS

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy has entered into two Cooperative
Agreements with the FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. (Alliance) for the development,
construction and operation of the FutureGen 2.0 Project (Project) (Cooperative Agreement Nos.
DE-FE0001882 and DE-FE0005054), including the modification of an existing Meredosia Power
Generation Station near Meredosia, Illinois; construction of approximately 30 miles of a carbon
dioxide (CO,) transport pipeline; and the development of surface and subsurface facilities for the
storage of CO, into an underground storage field. The Project will include associated above and
below ground facilities (such as pump stations, transmission facilities, access roads, and injection
and monitoring wells) and ancillary facilities (such as utilities, office and visitor space,
temporary workplace areas, and contractor lay down yards); and

WHEREAS, DOE recognizes its role as the “Agency Official” responsible for ensuring that, in
the provision of financial assistance for the Project, DOE complies with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended), and its implementing
regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR § 800); and

WHEREAS, DOE has determined that the activities associated with the construction and
operation of the Project may have an adverse effect on archaeological properties that are eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and has consulted with the Illinois Historic
Preservation Agency, which is designated as the State Historic Preservation Officer for Illinois
(SHPO) and Native American Tribes pursuant to 36 CFR § 800; and

WHEREAS, no other properties of historic or architectural significance exist within the project
area, and no human remains are likely to be encountered; and

WHEREAS, this Project is complex and its effects on historic properties cannot be fully
determined at this time, and DOE intends to use the provisions of this Programmatic Agreement
(PA) to address applicable requirements of Sections 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 470f and 470h-2(f)), and its implementing regulations (36
CFR 800.14(b)); and

WHEREAS, the Alliance acknowledges (as the Project’ s managing and operating contractor and
recipient of Federal funding) its responsibility for preparing the necessary information and
analysis for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.2(a)(3) and has therefore been invited to participate in this PA document as a consulting
party; and
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WHEREAS, the definitions listed in 36 CFR § 800 are applicable throughout this Programmatic
Agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, the signatories to this Programmatic Agreement agree that the
undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations which the
signatories agree will ensure all necessary compliance with the relevant provisions of the NHPA.

Stipulations
|. Professional Qualifications Standards

All actions prescribed by this agreement that involve the identification, evaluation, analysis,
recording, treatment, monitoring, or disposition of historic properties, or that involve the
reporting or documentation of such actions in the form of reports, forms, or other records, shall
be carried out by or under the direct supervision of a person or persons who meets, at a
minimum, the qualifications for history, archaeology, or architectural history specified in the
Secretary of Interior's "Professional Qualifications Standards' (36 CFR § 800.2(a)(1)) and

(48 FR 44739-190), as appropriate.

I1. Identification and Evaluation of Potential Historic Properties

A. ldentification of Historic Properties

1) The Alliance will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and avoid
significant historic properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). In consultation with the SHPO, the Alliance will describe and define
the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred to as the APE) in accordance with the
definition contained in 36 CFR § 800.16(d). The APE may be modified upon
consultation with the SHPO to facilitate avoidance and will be documented through
the implementation of historic property surveys and testing, documentary research,
recordation, and other investigation data. The APE may be amended without
amending the Programmatic Agreement. The APE may be amended by agreement of
the signatories and shall be memorialized in writing.

2) The Alliance will ensure that al reconnaissance surveys and subsurface testing are
conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’'s Sandards and
Guidelines for Identification and Evaluation (48 FR 44720-23) and take into account
the National Park Service publication “The Archaeological Survey: Method and
Uses’ (1978) and any extant or most recent version of appropriate SHPO guidelines
for historic properties reconnaissance survey/reports, related guidance, etc.

B. Evauation of Historic Properties
1) In consultation with the SHPO, the Alliance will evaluate the eligibility of significant
historic properties by applying the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
criteria (36 CFR § 60.4).
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2)

3)

4)

5)

For those properties that the SHPO agrees are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP,
no further historic properties investigations will be required, and Project activities
may proceed in those areas.

If the survey results in the identification of properties that the SHPO agrees are
eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, the Alliance shall treat such properties in
accordance with Part I11 below.

If the Alliance and the SHPO do not agree on NRHP dligibility, or if the ACHP or
the National Park Service so request, DOE will request a formal determination of
eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP, National Park Service, whose determination
shall befinal.

Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, DOE and/or the SHPO will provide the appropriate Tribe(s) and
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s) (THPO) information related to the
treatment measures proposed by the Alliance.

[11. Treatment of Historic Properties

Those individual historic properties that DOE and the SHPO agree are eligible for nomination to,
or that the Keeper has determined are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, will be treated in the
following manner:

1)

2)

3)

Appendix B

If DOE, in consultation with the SHPO, determines that no other actions are feasible
to avoid and minimize effect to archaeological properties, then the Alliance will
develop a treatment plan, which may include various levels of data recovery,
recordation, documentation, and active protection measures. Alliance will implement
the treatment plan in consultation with DOE and the SHPO.

If data recovery is the agreed-upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research questions developed in consultation with the SHPO. The
treatment plan shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Sandards and
Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and take into
account the ACHFP’s publication Treatment of Archaeological Properties (1980) and
pertinent SHPO guidance. It will specify, at aminimum, the following:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan is to
be carried out;

b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research relevance
and importance;

c. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance to the
research questions;

d. Proposed methods of dissemination results of the work to the interested public;
and

e. Proposed schedule for the submission of the results to the SHPO.

The Alliance will submit the treatment plan to DOE and/or the SHPO for 30 days

review and comment. The Alliance will take into account DOE and/or SHPO
comment(s) and will ensure that the data recovery plan isimplemented.
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4) The Alliance will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or under the direct
supervision of an archaeologist(s), architectural historian(s), and/or other appropriate
cultural resource speciaist that meets, at a minimum, the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5) The Alliance will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel, equipment,
and laboratory space is available for the analysis and temporary curation of materials,
artifacts, and biological specimens recovered from historic properties.

6) The Alliance will develop and implement an adequate program in consultation with
the SHPO to secure and protect historic properties from vandalism during the process
of datarecovery.

V. Treatment of Human Remains, Funerary Objects, Sacred Objects, or Objects of Cultural
Patrimony

A. Should human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony
be encountered or collected, the Alliance will comply with al provisions outlined in
applicable Federal or state law, regulations, guidance, provisions, etc., and any decisions
regarding the treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the rights of lineal
descendants, Tribes and other recognized Native American groups in consultation with
the SHPO, THPO, and /or other appropriate legal authority regarding the evauation,
assessment, documentation, and disposition of remains or objects.

B. If burials are discovered during the investigations covered by this PA, the Alliance shall
ensure that required notifications of the discovery will be made to the county coroner and
the SHPO as stipulated in the Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17
IAC 4170). Then, if authorized by the SHPO under the Human Skeletal Remains
Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170) and its rules, human burials, human
remains, and any associated buria artifacts will be removed following procedures for
recordation and reporting that are similar to those established under the Human Skeletal
Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170). No excavation of human remains
will be performed except under the direction of a “Certified Skeletal Anayst” (17 IAC
4170.300(f)).

V. Unexpected Discoveries

The Alliance will notify DOE and the SHPO as soon as practicable if it appears that the Project
will affect a previously unidentified property that may be eligible for the NRHP or affect a
known historic property in an unanticipated manner.

1) The Alliance will stop construction activities in the vicinity of the discovery and will
take al reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the property until
consultation with the SHPO. (In the case of human remains, The Alliance will notify
the appropriate agencies as detailed in Part 1V, subpart B of thisPA.)

2) DOE will notify the SHPO at the earliest possible time and consult with the SHPO to
develop actions that will take into account the effects of the Project. DOE will notify
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the SHPO of any time constraints, and DOE and the SHPO will mutually agree upon
time frames for this consultation.

3) The Alliance may participate in this consultation.

4) DOE will provide the SHPO with written recommendations that take the effect of the
Project into account.

5) If the SHPO does not object to DOE’ s recommendations within the agreed upon time
frame, DOE will require the Alliance to modify the activities as necessary to
implement the recommendations.

VI. Dispute Resolution

A. Should the SHPO, the ACHP, the Alliance or any other consulting party object within
time frames provided by this PA to any plans, specifications, or actions provided for
review pursuant to this PA, DOE will consult further with the objecting party to seek
resolution.

B. Should DOE object within time frames provided by this PA to any plans, specifications,
or actions provided for review pursuant to this PA, DOE will consult further with the
other parties to seek resolution. If DOE determines within 14 days of receipt that the
SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance objection cannot be resolved, DOE will forward to the
ACHP all documentation relevant to the dispute including DOE’ s proposed resolution to
the objection.

C. Any recommendation or comment provided by the ACHP will pertain only to the subject
of the dispute. The responsibility of the signatories to carry out al actions under this PA
that are not subject to the dispute will remain unchanged. The signatories will continue to
implement other terms of the PA that are not subject to dispute.

VII. Duration, Amendments, and Termination

A. Unless terminated pursuant to Subpart C below, this PA shall remain in effect from the
date of execution until DOE, in consultation with all other signatories, determines that the
terms of this PA have been fulfilled in a satisfactory manner. Upon a determination by
DOE that the terms of this PA have been satisfactorily fulfilled, this PA will terminate
and have no further force or effect. DOE will provide al other signatories with written
notice of its determination and of termination of this PA. Unless amended otherwise, this
will expire on December 31, 2020.

B. If any signatory to the PA determines that the stipulations of the PA cannot be fulfilled,
the signatories may consult to seek amendment of the PA. Amendments to this PA will
be specific to the applicable and legitimate circumstances unless otherwise agreed to by
the signatories.

C. DOE, the SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance may terminate this PA by providing 30 days

written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period
prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid
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termination. Termination of this PA will require compliance with 36 CFR 8§ 800. This PA
may be terminated without further consultation by the execution of a subsequent PA that
explicitly terminates or supersedes its terms, or by DOE’s implementation of Program
Alternatives, pursuant to 36 CFR §800.14.

VI11. Execution of this Programmatic Agreement

This PA may be executed in counterparts, with a separate page for each signatory, and DOE will
ensure that each party is provided with afully executed copy. This PA will become effective on
the date of the last signature to this PA.

The execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that DOE has
afforded the SHPO and the ACHP reasonabl e opportunity to comment on its administration of all
aforementioned activities associated with the FutureGen 2.0 Project and, in addition, further
evidences that DOE has satisfied its responsibilities with regard to complying with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended), its
implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR 8§ 800) and the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) (42 U.S.C. 1996 and 1996a) for all undertakings
associated with the FutureGen Project.

U.S. Department of Energy

By: Date:

[llinois State Historic Preservation Officer

By: Date:

FutureGen Alliance

By: Date:
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August 6, 2013

Amy Martin, Director

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency
313 South 6th Street

Old State-Journal Register Building
Springfield, IL 62701

RE: FutureGen 2.0 Executed Programmatic Agreement
Dear Ms. Martin,

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) would like to thank you and your staff for coordinating
with the FutureGen Industrial Alliance and DOE on the Programmatic Agreement for the
FutureGen 2.0 initiative. Please find one copy of the Programmatic Agreement with original
signatures for your records. We appreciate your assistance and we look forward to successfully
implementing this project in full compliance with the requirements of Section 106 of National
Historic Preservation Act.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 304-285-2098 or by email at
cliff.whyte@netl.doe.gov

Sincerely,

Cliff Whyte

Director, Environmental Compliance Division
Enclosure
cc w/ original:

Carole Plowfield, FutureGen Alliance

cc via email:
Tom Anderson, Environmental Permitting for the Alliance

Anne Haaker, Deputy Historic Preservation Officer
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE ILLINOIS HISTORIC PRESERVATION AGENCY, THE FUTUREGEN
INDUSTRIAL ALLIANCE, INC., AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
REGARDING THE DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF
THE FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT, AN OXY-COMBUSTION POWER GENERATION
FACILITY, PIPELINE, AND CO2 STORAGE RESERVOIR PROJECT
IN MORGAN COUNTY, ILLINOIS

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy has entered into two Cooperative
Agreements with the FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. (Alliance) for the development,
construction and operation of the FutureGen 2.0 Project (Project) (Cooperative Agreement Nos.
DE-FE0001882 and DE-FE0005054), including the modification of an existing Meredosia Power
Generation Station near Meredosia, [llinois; construction of approximately 30 miles of a carbon
dioxide (COz) transport pipeline; and the development of surface and subsurface facilities for the
storage of CO; into an underground storage field. The Project will include associated above and
below ground facilities (such as pump stations, transmission facilities, access roads, and injection
and monitoring wells) and ancillary facilities (such as utilities, office and visitor space,
temporary workplace areas, and contractor lay down yards); and

WHEREAS, DOE recognizes its role as the “Agency Official” responsible for ensuring that, in
the provision of financial assistance for the Project, DOE complies with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 4701, as amended), and its implementing
regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR § 800); and

WHEREAS, DOE has determined that the activities associated with the construction and
operation of the Project may have an adverse effect on archaeological properties that are eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and has consulted with the Illinois Historic
Preservation Agency, which is designated as the State Historic Preservation Officer for Illinois
(SHPO) and Native American Tribes pursuant to 36 CFR § 800; and

WHEREAS, no other properties of historic or architectural significance exist within the project
area, and no human remains are likely to be encountered; and

WHEREAS, this Project is complex and its effects on historic properties cannot be fully
determined at this time, and DOE intends to use the provisions of this Programmatic Agreement
(PA) to address applicable requirements of Sections 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHP4), as amended (16 U.S.C. 470f and 470h-2(f)), and its implementing regulations (36
CFR 800.14(b)); and

WHEREAS, the Alliance acknowledges (as the Project’s managing and operating contractor and
recipient of Federal funding) its responsibility for preparing the necessary information and
analysis for National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) compliance pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.2(a)(3) and has therefore been invited to participate in this PA document as a consulting
party; and
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WHERFEAS, the definitions listed in 36 CFR § 800 are applicable throughout this Programmatic
Agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, the signatories to this Programmatic Agreement agree that the
undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations which the
signatories agree will ensure all necessary compliance with the relevant provisions of the NHPA.

Stipulations
1. Professional Qualifications Standards

All actions prescribed by this agreement that involve the identification, evaluation, analysis,
recording, treatment, monitoring, or disposition of historic properties, or that involve the
reporting or documentation of such actions in the form of reports, forms, or other records, shall
be carried out by or under the direct supervision of a person or persons who meets, at a
minimum, the qualifications for history, archaeology, or architectural history specified in the
Secretary of Interior's "Professional Qualifications Standards" (36 CFR § 800.2(a)(1)) and

(48 FR 44739-190), as appropriate.

II. Identification and Evaluation of Potential Historic Properties

A. Identification of Historic Properties

1) The Alliance will take all measures necessary to discover, preserve, and avoid
significant historic properties eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). In consultation with the SHPO, the Alliance will
describe and define the Area of Potential Effect (hereafter referred to as the APE)
in accordance with the definition contained in 36 CFR § 800.16(d). The APE
may be modified upon consultation with the SHPO to facilitate avoidance and
will be documented through the implementation of historic property surveys and
testing, documentary research, recordation, and other investigation data. The
APE may be amended without amending the Programmatic Agreement. The APE
may be amended by agreement of the signatories and shall be memorialized in
writing.

2) The Alliance will ensure that all reconnaissance surveys and subsurface testing
are conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Identification and Evaluation (48 FR 44720-23) and
take into account the National Park Service publication “The Archaeological
Survey: Method and Uses” (1978) and any extant or most recent version of
appropriate  SHPO guidelines for historic properties reconnaissance
survey/reports, related guidance, etc.

B. Evaluation of Historic Properties
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1))

2)

3)

4)

3)

In consultation with the SHPO, the Alliance will evaluate the eligibility of
significant historic properties by applying the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) criteria (36 CFR § 60.4).

For those properties that the SHPO agrees are not eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP, no further historic properties investigations will be required, and Project
activities may proceed in those areas.

If the survey results in the identification of properties that the SHPO agrees are
eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, the Alliance shall treat such properties in
accordance with Part III below.

If the Alliance and the SHPO do not agree on NRHP eligibility, or if the ACHP
or the National Park Service so request, DOE will request a formal determination
of eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP, National Park Service, whose
determination shall be final.

Relative to the treatment of historic properties and the identification of traditional
cultural properties, DOE and/or the SHPO will provide the appropriate Tribe(s)
and the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer(s) (THPO) information related to the
treatment measures proposed by the Alliance.

II1. Treatment of Historic Properties

Those individual historic properties that DOE and the SHPO agree are eligible for nomination to,
or that the Keeper has determined are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, will be treated in the
following manner:

Appendix B

1)

2)

If DOE, in consultation with the SHPO, determines that no other actions are
feasible to avoid and minimize effect to archaeological properties, then the
Alliance will develop a treatment plan, which may include various levels of data
recovery, recordation, documentation, and active protection measures. Alliance
will implement the treatment plan in consultation with DOE and the SHPO.

If data recovery is the agreed-upon treatment, the data recovery plan will address
substantive research questions developed in consultation with the SHPO. The
treatment plan shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and take into
account the ACHP’s publication Treatment of Archaeological Properties (1980)
and pertinent SHPO guidance. It will specify, at a minimum, the following:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where the treatment plan
is to be carried out;

b. The research questions to be addressed, with an explanation of research
relevance and importance;

c. The methods to be used, with an explanation of methodological relevance
to the research questions;

d. Proposed methods of dissemination results of the work to the interested
public; and

e. Proposed schedule for the submission of the results to the SHPO.
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3) The Alliance will submit the treatment plan to DOE and/or the SHPO for 30 days’
review and comment. The Alliance will take into account DOE and/or SHPO
comment(s) and will ensure that the data recovery plan is implemented.

4) The Alliance will ensure that the treatment plan is carried out by or under the
direct supervision of an archaeologist(s), architectural historian(s), and/or other
appropriate cultural resource specialist that meets, at a minimum, the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9).

5) The Alliance will ensure that adequate provisions, including personnel, equipment,
and laboratory space is available for the analysis and temporary curation of
materials, artifacts, and biological specimens recovered from historic properties.

6) The Alliance will develop and implement an adequate program in consultation
with the SHPO to secure and protect historic properties from vandalism during the
process of data recovery.

1V. Treatment of Human Remains, Funerary Objects, Sacred Objects, or Objects of Cultural
Patrimony

A. Should human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural
patrimony be encountered or collected, the Alliance will comply with all provisions
outlined in applicable Federal or state law, regulations, guidance, provisions, etc., and
any decisions regarding the treatment of human remains will be made recognizing the
rights of lineal descendants, Tribes and other recognized Native American groups in
consultation with the SHPO, THPO, and /or other appropriate legal authority
regarding the evaluation, assessment, documentation, and disposition of remains or
objects.

B. If burials are discovered during the investigations covered by this PA, the Alliance
shall ensure that required notifications of the discovery will be made to the county
coroner and the SHPO as stipulated in the Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act
(20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170). Then, if authorized by the SHPO under the Human
Skeletal Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170) and its rules, human
burials, human remains, and any associated burial artifacts will be removed following
procedures for recordation and reporting that are similar to those established under
the Human Skeletal Remains Protection Act (20 ILCS 3440, 17 IAC 4170). No
excavation of human remains will be performed except under the direction of a
“Certified Skeletal Analyst” (17 IAC 4170.300(f)).

V. Unexpected Discoveries

The Alliance will notify DOE and the SHPO as soon as practicable if it appears that the Project
will affect a previously unidentified property that may be eligible for the NRHP or affect a
known historic property in an unanticipated manner.

1) The Alliance will stop construction activities in the vicinity of the discovery
and will take all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the
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property until consultation with the SHPO. (In the case of human remains,
The Alliance will notify the appropriate agencies as detailed in Part IV,
subpart B of this PA.)

2) DOE will notify the SHPO at the earliest possible time and consult with the
SHPO to develop actions that will take into account the effects of the Project.
DOE will notify the SHPO of any time constraints, and DOE and the SHPO
will mutually agree upon time frames for this consultation.

3) The Alliance may participate in this consultation.

4) DOE will provide the SHPO with written recommendations that take the
effect of the Project into account.

5) If the SHPO does not object to DOE’s recommendations within the agreed
upon time frame, DOE will require the Alliance to modify the activities as
necessary to implement the recommendations.

VI. Dispute Resolution

A.

Should the SHPO, the ACHP, the Alliance or any other consulting party object within
time frames provided by this PA to any plans, specifications, or actions provided for
review pursuant to this PA, DOE will consult further with the objecting party to seek
resolution.

Should DOE object within time frames provided by this PA to any plans,
specifications, or actions provided for review pursuant to this PA, DOE will consult
further with the other parties to seek resolution. If DOE determines within 14 days of
receipt that the SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance objection cannot be resolved, DOE
will forward to the ACHP all documentation relevant to the dispute including DOE’s
proposed resolution to the objection.

Any recommendation or comment provided by the ACHP will pertain only to the
subject of the dispute. The responsibility of the signatories to carry out all actions
under this PA that are not subject to the dispute will remain unchanged. The
signatories will continue to implement other terms of the PA that are not subject to
dispute.

VII. Duration, Amendments, and Termination

A.

Appendix B

Unless terminated pursuant to Subpart C below, this PA shall remain in effect from
the date of execution until DOE, in consultation with all other signatories, determines
that the terms of this PA have been fulfilled in a satisfactory manner. Upon a
determination by DOE that the terms of this PA have been satisfactorily fulfilled, this
PA will terminate and have no further force or effect. DOE will provide all other
signatories with written notice of its determination and of termination of this PA.
Unless amended otherwise, this will expire on December 31, 2020.
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B. If any signatory to the PA determines that the stipulations of the PA cannot be
fulfilled, the signatories may consult to seek amendment of the PA. Amendments to
this PA will be specific to the applicable and legitimate circumstances unless
otherwise agreed to by the signatories.

C. DOE, the SHPO, the ACHP, or the Alliance may terminate this PA by providing 30
days written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during
the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that
would avoid termination. Termination of this PA will require compliance with 36
CFR § 800. This PA may be terminated without further consultation by the execution
of a subsequent PA that explicitly terminates or supersedes its terms, or by DOE’s
implementation of Program Alternatives, pursuant to 36 CFR §800.14.

VIII. Execution of this Programmatic Agreement

This PA may be executed in counterparts, with a separate page for each signatory, and DOE will
ensure that each party is provided with a fully executed copy. This PA will become effective on
the date of the last signature to this PA.

The execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that DOE has
afforded the SHPO and the ACHP reasonable opportunity to comment on its administration of all
aforementioned activities associated with the FutureGen 2.0 Project and, in addition, further
evidences that DOE has satisfied its responsibilities with regard to complying with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended), its
implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” (36 CFR § 800) and the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) (42 U.S.C. 1996 and 1996a) for all undertakings
associated with the FutureGen Project.

U.S. D?;‘Zmet of Energy?

CONCUR:

FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.

By: %&\ﬁj d{; 4L«@J{1’YA Date: {118'5
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APPENDIX B4

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSULTATION

Note: This appendix was added for the Final EIS.
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Pat Quinn, Governor
Robert F. Flider, Director

Office of the Director
State Fairgrounds + P.O. Box 19281 + Springfield, IL 62794-9281 » 217/782-2172 * TDD 217/524-6858 « Fax 217/785-4505

June 28, 2013

Mr. Cliff Whyte

Director, Environmental Compliance Division
National Energy Technology Laboratory

3610 Collins Ferry Road

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Re: FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc.
FutureGen 2.0 Project (Morgan)
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - DOE/EIS-0460D
U.S. Department of Energy, April 2013

Dear Mr. Whyte:

The Illinois Department of Agriculture (IDOA) has examined the above-referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed FutureGen 2.0 Project for its
potential impact to agricultural land in order to determine its compliance with the Illinois
Farmland Preservation Act (505 ILCS 75/1 et seq.). Our analysis also relates to the federal
Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 USC 4201 et seq.), which specifies that federal actions
affecting farmland conversion shall be consistent with state and local programs to protect
farmland.

The DEIS discusses the proposed construction and operation of a 168-megawatt gross output
coal-fueled electric generation plant using advanced oxy-combustion technology. Captured
CO, would be compressed and transported via a new 12 inch diameter underground pipeline
430 miles to a geologic storage areas in eastern Morgan County, approximately 4,000 to
4,500 feet below the ground surface. The retrofitting of the equipment at the Ameren Energy
Resources’ Meredosia Energy Center will have no impact on agriculture.

The specific sites for the pipeline and the CO; injection well(s) along with the number of
acres affected will soon be determined and included in the Final Environimental Impact
Statement, These figures will be used to complete the USDA NRCS Form AD-1006 that
tracks the conversion of Prime and Important farmland. Its completion is required when
federal funds are used for a project that results in the conversion of farmland to a non-
agricultural use.

In January 2012, the IDOA and the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance) signed an Agricultural
Impact Mitigation Agreement (AIMA) to address the adverse impacts the pipeline’s
constiuction would have as it crossed agricultural iand. The implementation of the AIMA
will provide a high degree of protection to agricultural operations and farmland. Construction
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FutureGen 2.0 Project 2
June 28, 2013

related impacts will be minimized and the affected agricultural land will be properly restored.
The same level of protection will be afforded to the subject agricultural land and operations
with any future construction, repair and maintenance activities carried out by the Alliance
regarding the pipeline.

Based upon the AIMA’s implementation and continuing coordination with the Alliance to
address and mitigate adverse agricultwral impacts, the IDOA has determined that the
construction of the FutureGen 2.0 project would be in compliance with Illinois’ Farmland
Preservation Act.

Please feel free to contact Steve Chard or Terry Savko of my staff if there are questions
regarding our comments on the project.

p A

Robert F. Flider, Director
Mlinois Department of Agriculture

RFF:SDC:TS
cc:  Governor Pat Quinn Sen. Sam McCann Morgan Co. SWCD
Sen. John Cullerton Rep. C.D. Davidsmeyer Rae Payne, IL Farm Bureau
Sen. Christine Radogno  Jared Thornley, IDOA Agency project file
Rep. Michael Madigan Raymond J, Watson, IDOA
Rep. Tom Cross Inter-Agency Committee
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APPENDIX C
Map Views of Pipeline

C1 — Pipeline Corridor Overview
C2 — Pipeline Routes with Mile Markers

for the
Final Environmental Impact Statement

FutureGen 2.0 Project
Meredosia, Illinois (Morgan County)

Note: This appendix was updated for the Final EIS.

DOE/EIS-0460
October 2013 S
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APPENDIX C1

PIPELINE CORRIDOR OVERVIEW

C-1



Appendix C

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

C-2



D xipuaddy

€0

4 ; ¢,
La Grange X CarCreest
i @
e S ILLINOIS
585 | 3
oy ¥ =
CR 535 = Hagoper Burlingame X Project
o g Kisch Location
Q_:Q' 0§ f- Qo° |
O —=" & = ' Prairie Creoy
's) S o’ " TB>
s,
Freck] : Arenzvill
& .-"__MNeri.dOSi;é_____g?i” e e T N— rf{lz‘{lieiiiiﬂr_‘ Cass County 23
& f ational - e e e e 4 = T | e T, OF i
i | Wildife Refuge c.?*\\ o dialy r MorganCounty
ST 100 o A
\ (\ W-illow. ¢ 7 oy CR19 | itarherry Prentice
T 3 \— Arcadia : il
@ :‘-MGrEdOSIE b~ / ~ | Northern Pipeline Route
Map View 1
‘/{ Northern Pipeline Route 3
COzStorage
AKX
' Map View 2 - Map View 3 // Study-Area
Spring Rup ™~ fSnake Gree® P
,,,,,,,,,, — ~— Pedetelede!
A ) P I B
Béthel - AR
t Chapjn Southern Pipeline Route |
\ i i
- wolRRuM___M e e
BIUW Scott Countly
vais < 36 Y—=ct
May
Exeter ) Orleans E
Merritt |
Oxville / i cksonville
| ]
CR 13 i \ o
Riggston ‘ E;B S
’ = ! ‘! Lynnville 1 [ aien Rt
‘ LakedJacksonville
S @D
|
k 1 +
; ot i of y quee
2 a?" & ~
Legend W o -3 ‘
a
Meredosia Energy Center | N 4 _ =~ l ok
~Winchester CR8 o ! ¢t
B3X €O, Storage Study Area % S S‘.p o Woodson o -
[ Pipeline Corridor : 1 Cleménts o Franklin
0 1 2 ! S
= Fipsiine Roits ——— Miles |




f

7
Meredosia Energy Center
=) 7 7
===~ Northern Pipeline Route
Northern)

.

ine Route

Northern Pipiing Route, __

ipelir
ﬂf'ﬂ'_"."ﬂ-'"{% pE—

.,
B < -

e,

P e,
8 Pl
. ute

General Location along FutureGen 2.0 Project Area

Location

B vl

# \ ' Northern Pipeline Route [i}
P iRy - i

‘ Meredosia Energy Center 100-year Floodplain
n Pipeline Corridor 500-year Floodplain
—— Pipeline Route Lake/Pond
" Pipeline Route Mile Marker —— Perennial Stream/River
= = Map View Matchline - Intermittent Stream/River
NWI Wetiand 1 CanalDitch

A

) ‘ e

aniRu
&

JHERS: | P
LII]]@L

x*

{
‘r




el - 5 i 5 ] £ ¢
. : g - - - ] ) ! TP .

| (bt
28

b e =
Southern Pipeline Route

SoutherniRoutbs
9] 4_'

——

=
Meredosia Energy Center
Northern Pipeline B
——,

Legend
D Pipeline Corridor Lake/Pond
—— Pipeline Route — Perennial Stream/River
®  Pipeline Route Mile Marker Intermittent Stream/River
= = Map View Matchline 100-year Floodplain
(General Location along FutureGen 2.0 Project Area NWI Wetland 500-year Floodplain




D xipuaddy

"Il

2 P
ol | oo
Northern Pipeline 2
/ et g,
% ————,

L
Yy, ———,
Do rn Pipelg,. "=

'pe””’:pa o

\ﬂ:"—“\—\_\____/—/“

General Location along FutureGen 2.0 Project Area

| CO: Storage
Study
Area

e —

spaey

D Pipeline Corridor = = Map View Matchline
Pipeline Route NWI Wetland
@ COz Sturaye Study Area 100-year Floodplain
Injection Well Site Property Lake/Pond
[ Leased Property for Construction Staging —— Perennial Stream/River
®  Pipeline Route Mile Marker Intermittent Stream/River



Appendix C

APPENDIX C2

PIPELINE ROUTES WITH MILE MARKERS
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1 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed action of providing approximately $1 billion in federal funding (most of it appropriated by the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) for the FutureGen 2.0 Project (the “Project”). The Project
consists of the repowering of an existing e ectricity generator with clean coal technologies integrated with
a pipeline that would transport carbon dioxide (CO,) to a sequestration site where it would be injected and
stored in a deep geologic formation. These actions would be completed in two separate project
components: (1) an Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test undertaken by Ameren Energy Resources
(Ameren) and (2) a Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir undertaken by the FutureGen Alliance (Alliance).

For the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test, Ameren and its team would construct and operate an
advanced oxy-combustion system to repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at Ameren’'s
Meredosia Power Station in west central lllinois. A concentrated and compressed CO, stream produced
in the process would be transferred to a pipeline for transmission to the Alliance' s storage location.

Potomac-Hudson Engineering, Inc. (PHE) has prepared this wetlands report to support the EIS and future
wetland permitting activities for the Project with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). This
report has been prepared for the Ameren portion of the Project, the Oxy-Combustion Large Scale Test
component, and does not include analyses of areas that may be affected by the Alliance s portion of the
Project, the Pipeline and CO, Storage Reservoir component.

Wetland evaluations were performed at potential impact areas at the Meredosia Power Station site and
nearby offsite locations within the project area. The boundaries of the project area have been
superimposed on all thefiguresin thisreport. In addition, Figures A-2 through A-7 depict temporary and
permanent impact areas. Concurrent with the wetland evaluation, an initial assessment of the “ordinary
high water mark” (OHWM) of the Illinois River was also conducted in areas at the north end of the
Ameren site (Area 3 in Figure A-5) as well as property further to the north of Ameren, which is currently
a public boat launch (Area 1 in Figure A-5). These are areas that may be altered by Ameren to support
barge unloading during construction. This evaluation was also conducted to support possible USACE
permitting efforts. After reviewing an earlier draft of this report, USACE conducted a site visit on August
16, 2011, during which the OHWM was identified. The OHWM (set at 440 feet) is shown in the aerial
images provided in Appendix A.

Theremaining report is organized as follows:

e Section 2 — Definitions discusses the wetland and ordinary high water mark definitions as
contained in the Clean Water Act (CWA).

e Section 3 — Methodology discusses the three-parameter wetland delineation methodology, the
ordinary high water mark determination methodology, and field procedures employed.

e Section 4 — Existing Conditions describes the study area and summarizes the wetlands that were
delineated.
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In addition, the following attachments are provided in this report:
e Attachment A — Figures

Figure A-1 — USGS Map - Meredosia Quadrangle

Figure A-2 — National Wetland Inventory Map

Figure A-3 - Soils Map

Figure A-4 — FEMA Flood I nsurance Rate Map

Figure A-5 - Vegetation Map

Figure A-6 — Ddlineated Wetlands Map

Figure A-7 — Delineated Wetlands Map (enlarged)

Figure A-8 — Photograph Locations Map

Figure A-9 — Survey Map with Spot Elevations for Ordinary High Water Mark (Benton &
Associates, Inc.)

0 Figure A-10 — Impacted Areas Map with Ordinary High Water Mark Contour (URS, 2011c)

OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O

e Attachment B — Site Photographs
* Attachment C — Wetland Data Sheets
e Attachment D — Qualifications of Preparers
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2 DEFINITIONS

2.1 WETLANDS
Wetlands are defined under the CWA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 230) as follows:

Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands
generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.

Certain features, called “Waters of the U.S.,” (WOUYS) are regulated by the USACE under the CWA,
because they are important for the preservation of navigable waterways and interstate commerce. WOUS
are subject to federal jurisdiction and permitting under Section 404 of the CWA. The regulatory
definition of WOUS in the CWA (40 CFR Part 230) is as follows:

(1) All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb
and flow of the tide;

(2) All interstate waters including interstate wetlands;

(3) All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams),
mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or
natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or
foreign commerce including any such waters:

(i) Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or
other purposes, or

(i) From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or
foreign commerce, or

(iii) Which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in
interstate commerce;

(4) All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this
definition;

(5) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (s)(1) through (4) of this section;
(6) The territorial sea;

(7) Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands) identified
in paragraphs (s)(1) through (6) of this section; waste treatment systems, including
treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the requirements of CWA (other than
cooling ponds as defined in 40 CFR 423.11(m) which also meet the criteria of this
definition) are not waters of the United States.

Waters of the United States do not include prior converted cropland. Notwithstanding
the determination of an area's status as prior converted cropland by any other Federal
agency, for the purposes of the CWA, the final authority regarding CWA jurisdiction
remains with EPA.

Wetland boundary determinations are typically conducted by applying the Routine M ethodology listed in
the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (the “Manual”). This methodology requires that
three criteria be present in order for an area to qualify as a federally jurisdictional wetland. The three
wetland criteria areidentified as (USACE, 1987):
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Q) hydrophytic vegetation;
2 hydric soils; and
3 wetland hydrology.

Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as macrophytic plant life growing in water, soil, or on a substrate that
is at least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content. The USFWS has
developed a list of wetland plants and their affinity for wetland conditions. The “National List of Plant
Species that Occur in Wetlands: North Central (Region 3)” (USFWS, 1988) lists wetland plants common
to the north central United States.

Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing
season to develop anaerobic conditions within the major portion of the root zone. The National Technical
Committee for Hydric Soils has developed criteria for hydric soil determination in addition to a list of
hydric soil types.

Wetland hydrology is the permanent or periodic inundation or soil saturation for a significant period
during the vegetative growing season. Many factors influence the hydrology of an area, including
precipitation, topography, soil permeability and plant cover. The frequency and duration of inundation or
soil saturation are the important factors in the determination of the existence of wetland hydrology
(USACE, 1987).

2.2 ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK

USACE regulations define the term “ordinary high water mark” (OHWM) for purposes of the CWA, as
found in 33 CFR 328.3(e):

The term ordinary high water mark means that line on the shore established by the
Sfluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, natural
line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of
terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that
consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas.
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 WETLANDS DELINEATION METHODOLOGY

3.1.1 Vegetation

As vegetation serves as an indicator of existing environmental conditions, the methodology of the Manual
directs the researcher to analyze the existing vegetation. This involves estimation of existing plant
species composition by direct observation. Wetlands are usually characterized by the predominance of
hydrophytic plant species. Conversely, upland areas would be dominated by plant species better adapted
to drier soil conditions. A mesic zone, or the transition zone between wetland and upland habitat, is often
comprised of a mixture of facultative wetland species, facultative, and facultative upland species.

With respect to vegetation, the Manual places great emphasis on the presence of hydrophytic species
(dominance) as indicators of wetland areas. The determination of whether or not a species is dominant is
based upon its percentage of cover. Dominance, as defined herein, refersto the spatial extent of a species.
Commonly, the most abundant species in each vegetation stratum (trees, shrubs, vines, and herbs) exceeds
50 percent of the total dominance measure (i.e., aerial cover or basal area) (USACE, 1987). Table 3-1
presents the criteria for determining wetland indicator classifications.

Table 3-1. USFWS Wetland Plant Indicator Status

Wetland Indicator Percent Occurrence in
Classification Wetlands
Obligate Wetland (OBL) Greater than 99%
Facultative Wetland (FACW) 67 to 99%
Facultative (FAC) 33 to 66%
Facultative Upland (FACU) 1to 33%
Obligate Upland (UPL) Less than 1%

Source: USFWS, 1988a

A positive (+) or negative (-) symbol used in conjunction with one of the facultative indicator classes
relates to a species preference to either the drier or the wetter end of its indicator class. The positive sign
indicates preference to the wetter end of the category and a negative sign is a preference to the drier end
(USFWS, 1988a). These wetlands indicator classifications were determined for species found in the
project area and used in conjunction with their percentage of cover to determine whether a prevalence of
wetland species are dominant in any of the vegetation communities occurring in the project area.

3.1.2 Soils

A hydric sail is formed when it lies within a saturated, flooded, or ponded area for a sufficient duration
during the growing season, which aids in the development of anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the
soil profile. Typical hydric soil indicators include a low-chroma matrix, redoximorphic features (low-
chroma mottles or high-chroma mottles), gleying, oxidized rhizospheres, iron concretions, and manganese
nodules. A soil isgenerally considered to be hydric if it has a chroma of 1 or a chroma of 2 with mottling
(USACE, 1987).

An auger was used to extract soil profiles for inspection from multiple points along wetland boundaries
and adjacent uplands. Soil samples were taken to a depth of approximately 12 inches below ground
surface and examined for hydric sail traits (i.e. color, texture, and moisture content). The color of the soil
matrix was then compared to the colors presented in the Munsell Soil Color Chart to confirm whether the
colors were consistent with the hydric soil criteria.
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3.1.3 Hydrology

Wetland hydrology is often the least exact and most difficult parameter to establish in the field, largely
due to seasonal fluctuations of ground water €levation and seasonal precipitation. Additional factors that
influence wetland hydrology include topography, plant cover, soil texture, and depth to bedrock.
Documenting the existence of wetland hydrology involves the observations of wetland field indicators,
which provide direct or indirect evidence of inundation or soil saturation for extended periods during the
growing season. Although these indicators are quickly assessed in the field, professional judgment must
be used to decide whether these indicators demonstrate that the wetland hydrology criterion has been
satisfied. Drift lines, water marks, sediment deposits, root staining, scour areas, buttressed trees and
drainage patterns are some of the indicators which commonly identify wetland hydrology (USACE,
1987).

3.1.4 Non-jurisdictional Wetlands

WOUS include all navigable waterways, their tributaries, as well as wetlands contiguous to and adjacent
to those navigable waterways and tributaries. Isolated wetlands (those that have no surface hydrologic
connection to WOUS) are not regulated under federal jurisdiction unless they are adjacent to or within the
100-year floodplain of WOUS. Determinations of whether features should be considered WOUS were
based on field observations and desktop reviews of available mapping (e.g., U.S. Geological Survey
topographic maps) based on the CWA definition provided in Section 2.

3.2 WETLANDS FIELD DELINEATION PROCEDURES

The field investigation of potentially affected areas of the Meredosia Power Station site and offsite
locations occurred on May 25, 26 and 27, 2011. The wetland delineation activities were conducted using
the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (1987) (the “Manual”) guidelines based upon the
three-parameter approach defined earlier (hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology).

The locations of all wetland features identified were marked in the field using flagging tape and
subsequently recorded using a Trimble ProXRT Global Positing System (GPS) unit capable of sub-meter
accuracy using real-time differential GPS and/or data post-processing procedures. All features were
recorded for horizontal position using lllinois State Plane West, North American Datum, 1983 (NAD 83)
coordinates in feet.

3.3 ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK DETERMINATION METHOD

A site visit was conducted on May 25, 2011 of the two areas of the banks of the Illinois River that could
be potentially disturbed during construction of the project, namely in Area 1 and Area 3 (see Figure A-5
and Photos 1 through 7). Site observations were then reviewed in light of the USACE’ s definition of the
OHWM, as discussed in Section 2.2. On August 16, 2011, a USACE representative conducted a site visit
and identified the OHWM at the 440-foot elevation. Based on this determination, spot elevations for the
OHWM were taken during a survey conducted August 25, 2011 (Figure A-9). The OHWM contour line
was then interpolated and is shown in the aerial images of Appendix A. A full topographic survey will be
completed prior to construction of the project and will more accuratdy locate the OHWM.
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 ONSITE AREAS (WITHIN AMEREN PROPERTY)

4.1.1 Review of Maps from Other Sources

Prior to, during, and after the site visit a variety of maps were consulted in order to assist PHE with the
field work and determinations regarding potential wetlands and WOUS. These included:

e The USGS map (USDOI, 2001) isincluded as Figure A-1. An overlay of the areas that may be
potentially disturbed is shown on the map. Since the USGS map is based on 2001 conditions, it is
not completely reflective of current conditions. For example, the road to the ash ponds is not
shown. Thus, thetree lines and topographic contours depicted in the vicinity of that road are not
accurate based on current conditions.

e The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands features (USF& W, 2010) are overlaid on a
recent (2010) aerial photograph and included as Figure A-2. An additional overlay of the areasto
be potentially disturbed is also shown on the map. No NWI wetlands are within the areas of
potential disturbance. For reference purposes, the wetlands that wereidentified in thefield (and
discussed later in Section 4.2) are also shown in Figure A-2. Asdiscussed in Section 4.2, hydric
soils extended upslope from the flagged wetlands.

e Theboundaries of the soil types in the Morgan County Soil Survey (USDA, 2006) are overlaid on
arecent (2010) aerial photograph and included as Figure A-3. According to this mapping, which
was based on aerials and field work that apparently predated construction of the Ash Road, there
are no hydric soils within the areas of potential disturbance. For reference purposes, the wetlands
that wereidentified in the field (and discussed in Section 4.2) are also shown in Figure A-3.

e The boundaries of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains (FEMA, 2011) are overlaid on a recent
(2010) aerial photograph and included as Figure A-4. According to this mapping, which was
apparently based on pre-2006 aerials that predated construction of the Ash Road, thereis a large
floodplain south of the main entrance to the facility. The FEMA map shows that the main
entrance, while out of the 100-year floodplain, is within the 500-year floodplain. For reference
purposes, the wetlands that were identified in the field (and discussed in Section 4.2) are also
shown in Figure A-4.

4.1.2 General Onsite Description

Ameren's property has been subject to a variety of disturbances over the years. These include
construction of houses and other features (pre-Ameren); filling and construction of the Ameren facility
(including the power plant and associated features, such as roads, parking lots, railroad lines, storage
tanks, barge unloading facilities, etc.); and maintenance of the facility that includes periodic mowing of
the open field areas.

A Vegetation Map is included as Figure A-5. The vegetation boundaries for the areas that would be
potentially disturbed are overlaid on a 2010 aerial photograph. These areas are described bel ow.

Area 2 is awooded area approximately 4.9 acres in size between the Illinois River to the west and a dirt
road (Front Street) leading from the Meredosia Power Station property to the north, offsite. Area 2 ison
the right side of Photo 8. The canopy is generally closed. There is a scattered shrub layer and lush
herbaceous layer. Trees in the area include em (Ulmus sp.), ash (Fraxinus sp.), silver maple (Acer
saccharinum), northern catalpa (Catalpa speciosa), red mulberry (Morus rubra), and a few black walnut
(Juglans nigra). Groundcover consists primarily of a Panicum grass and also includes Virginia creeper
(Parthenocissus quinquefolia), catchweed bedstraw (Galium aparine), giant ragweed (Ambrosia trifida),
and a Pachysandra species. The soils are loamy sand and well drained.

Appendix D D-13



AMEREN WETLAND REPORT
FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM FEBRUARY 01, 2012

Area 3 isasmall (0.7 acre), heavily disturbed area adjacent to the Illinois River just north of the fenceline
of the Meredosia Power Station. The area consists of a narrow area of fill along the fenceline, a rip-rap
slope (see Photo 4) down to the flats along theriver that are shown in Photos 5 and 6.V egetation consists
of patchy grassy areas with a few shrubs (e.g., eastern red cedar [Juniperus virginiana] and silver maple
saplings) and other herbaceous vegetation (e.g., false aster [Boltonia asteroides]). The filled areas and
steep slopes are gravelly and rocky, while the flats along the river are sandy.

Area 4 is an 8.4-acre wooded area on the east side of the dirt road (Front Street) and Area2. Area4ison
the left side of Photo 8. Vegetation is similar to Area 2. The differences include: the frequency of black
locust (Robinia pseudoacacia), and the lack of silver maple. Groundcover is dominated by catchweed
bedstraw and has pokeweed (Phytolacca americana) and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) with the
other speciesfrom Area 2. The soils areloamy sand and well drained.

Area 6 is a 6.9-acre field consisting of mowed grasses and other herbaceous vegetation adjacent to the
Meredosia Power Station. The soils are loamy sand and well drained.

Area 7 is a 16.7-acre field that contains grassy/herbaceous vegetation in open areas that surround seven
wooded islands (with an additional 4.8 acres), which are identified in Figure A-5 as Area 74. Inthe open
areas vegetation consists of species such as prickly pear cactus, a milkweed species (4sclepias sp.), and
multiple grasses. See Photos 13 and 14. The area contains a steep, linear low spot in the eastern part,
roughly parallel to the access road to the ash ponds. See Photos 10 and 11 that have north and south
views of this depression. Photo 12 is a view from the Ash Road down into the depression. As compared
to the portion of the site at higher elevation, the most notable difference in vegetation is the presence of
eastern cottonwood seedlings. The soils are loamy sand and well drained.

Areas 7A, the seven wooded areas totaling 4.8 acres imbedded in Area 7, contain tree species such as
black locust, smooth sumac (Rhus glabra), sassafrass (Sassafras albidum), black oak, and mulberry
(Morus sp.). Herbaceous vegetation in the wooded areas consists of species such as Virginia creeper,
catchweed bedstraw, and greenbrier (Smilax sp.). These wooded areas are on the fringes of the
aforementioned Photos 10 to 14. The soils are loamy sand and well drained.

Area 8 consists of mostly grassy/herbaceous vegetation in the open areas (8.6 acres) with a large wooded
portion (6.8 additional arces on the eastern edge identified as Area 84 in Figure A-5) and two central
wetland areas (0.6 additional acres identified as Area 8B in Figure A-5). The topography of the entire
area creates a bow! effect for Area 8B (see Photo 15), though it is undulating, especially within much of
the wooded area.

Vegetation in the open areas (Area 8) consists primarily of multiple grasses including sedge, black locust,
and smooth sumac saplings. Trees in the wooded portion (4rea 84) consist primarily of black locust with
species such as eastern cottonwood, black oak, eastern red cedar, and smooth sumac. Dogwood (Cornus
sp.) and honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.) shrubs are also present. Herbs and vines include species, such as
common pokeweed, Virginia creeper, poison ivy, prickly pear cactus, catchweed bedstraw, and grape.

Vegetation in the wetland areas consists of herbaceous species, including cattail (7ypha sp.) and sedges
that are sometimes ringed by eastern cottonwood saplings in greater abundance at slightly higher
elevations. The soils within the two wetland areas and immediately adjacent to the wetlands were clayey
with achroma of 1 or 2 and clearly hydric. The boundary of the wetlands was defined by the topography
(hydrology) and changes in the vegetative community.

Area 9 consists of a relatively small area (0.8 acre) around the fuel unloading area. Vegetation consists
only of trees, (primarily silver maple and willow (Salix sp.)), which were in the water of the Illinois River
at the time of the site visit in May 2011. They are well below the eevation of the rest of the Meredosia
Power Station Site. Because of the water level it was impossible to take any soil samples. The soils are
loamy sand and well drained.
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Area 10 is arectangular field between the old ash ponds to the west and a wooded ot to the east (4rea
11) that is 6.5 acres in size. It consists mostly of grassy/herbaceous vegetation with species such as
sedges, Panicum, Rubus species, and curly dock (Rumex crispus) covering most of the area with common
pokeweed and milkweed around woodland edges. There are a few trees in the area such as black locust
and black oak. The soils areloamy sand and well drained.

Area 11 consists of a 7.6-acre wooded area between two fidlds, Area 10 to the west and Area 12 to the
east. The herbaceous layer is thick in some spots and more open on others. Trees in the area consist of
species such as pignut hickory (Carya glabra), sassafrass, ash, silver maple, and smooth sumac.
Herbaceous vegetation consists of species such as catchweed bedstraw, Virginia creeper, and common
pokeweed. The soils areloamy sand and well drained.

Area 12 consists of an open area with vegetation consisting mainly of grasses such as purple tridens
(Tridens flavus). Scattered smooth sumac saplings are also present. The soils are loamy sand and wel
drained.

4.1.3 Summary of Wetland Features

Two wetland areas were identified onsite — shown as Vegetation Community Area 8B in Figure A-5 and
as Wetlands Areas PA (0.37 acres) and PB (0.26 acres) in Figures A-6 and A-7. Soails are hydric
throughout. Standing water in large portions was observed at both areas on May 25, 26 and 27 with soils
saturated to the surface in nearby areas. One pair of Wetland Determination Data Forms were recorded
for each wetlands area (see Attachment C). Their locations are shown in Figure A-7.

Based on the FEMA maps, these wetlands are within the 100-year floodplain, associated with the Illinois
River. A USACE representative conducted a site visit on August 16, 2011. In an e-mail follow-up to the
site visit, dated August 18, 2011, USACE stated that they agreed with the boundaries of the delineated
wetlands onsite and stated that these wetland areas are not isolated and would be considered under
federal, USACE jurisdiction (Zobrist, 2011). Although there is no surface hydrologic connection to
WOUS beyond their presence in the floodplain, USACE stated that there is a groundwater connection to
thelllinois River, which allows the wetlands to be inundated dueto river water level fluctuation.

The wetlands classification of these areas, following Cowardin et al. (1979), are asfollows:
e System — Palustrine;
e Class— Emergent Wetland,
e Subclass — Persistent; and

e Dominance Type— Mud.
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4.2 OFFSITE AREAS

4.2.1 Railroad Property at Southeast Corner
4.2.1.1 General Site Description

The area is shown as Area 14 and Area 14A4 in Figure A-5. It is primarily a mowed field that is 24.7
acres consisting of various grasses, prickly pear cactus, and purple vetch that is bisected by arail line that
provides access to industrial properties to the west (see Photos 16 and 17). There is a small deciduous
wooded area in the southwest corner (4rea 14A) that is 0.9 acres in size. The young overstory is
dominated by oaks and mulberry. The understory contains sassafras and black walnut seedlings,
multiflora rose, and honeysuckle. The herbaceous layer includes grasses and Virginia creeper. The soils
are loamy sand and well drained throughout both areas.

4.2.1.2 Summary of Wetland Features
There were no areas identified as wetlands on this property.

4.2.2 Railroad Property at Northeast Corner
4.2.2.1 General Site Description

The areais shown as Area 5 in Figure A-5. Area 5 is amostly grassy area that is 5.6 acresin size. Itis
dominated by herbaceous vegetation, but also contains two small wooded islands. The wooded areas
consist of tree species such as eastern cottonwood, black locust, red mulberry, and black oak (Quercus
velutina). Herbaceous vegetation within the wooded area consists of species such as Virginia creeper,
poison ivy, and grape (Vitis sp.). The field areas goatsbeard (Tragopogon pratensis), chives (Allium
schoenoprasum), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia humifusa), common ragweed (dmbrosia artemisiifolia),
yellow sweet-clover (Melilotus officinalis), Ohio spiderwort (Tradescantia ohiensis), and multiple grass
species including sedges (Carex sp.). The soils areloamy sand and well drained.

4.2.2.2 Summary of Wetland Features
There were no areas identified as wetlands on this property.

4.2.3 Village Property to the North
4.2.3.1 General Site Description

Thisareais shown as Area 1 in Figure A-5. It is an approximate 4.4-acre area, the majority of whichisa
paved parking area adjacent to the lllinois River. There arethree eastern cottonwoods (Populus deltoides)
in the sandy beach between the parking lot and the river when the river is at or near normal pool
eevation. The two northern trees are shown in Photo 1 and the southern one in Photo 2, which also
shows the sandy beach. The southern end of Areal is agrassy swale that carries runoff to theriver. The
soils areloamy sand and well drained.

4.2.3.2 Summary of Wetland Features

There were no areas identified as wetlands on this property.
4.2.4 Offsite Area to the East

4.2.4.1 General Site Description

Area 13 consists of a grave parking lot. Around the edges of the lot are areas of herbaceous/grassy
vegetation. The sitewas grave on top of aloamy sand and is well drained.

4.2.4.2 Summary of Wetland Features
There were no areas identified as wetlands on this property.
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4.3 ILLINOIS RIVER ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK

As discussed in Section 3.3, site observations were conducted in two areas along the banks of the Illinois
River — Area 1 and Area 3 — that could be potentially disturbed during construction (see Figure A-5 and
Photos 1 through 7). In reviewing the definition of the OHWM and the physical conditions at the two
aress, a definitive opinion was not possible. The water level at the time of the site visit, while above the
normal pool elevation (as evidenced by the inundation of large areas of non-aguatic vegetation) was still
well below other water levels (as evidenced by the drift line in the middle of the parking lot, Photo 1 and
aerial photographs from 2010 that show the entire parking lot under water).

During a site visit on August 16, 2011, a USACE representative identified the OHWM at the location as
440 feet above mean sea level, which is located well into the parking lot. Based on this determination, a
440-foot OHWM contour line was interpolated based on recent survey efforts (Figure A-9) and is shown
in Figures A-2 through A-6 and A-8. A full topographic survey will be completed prior to construction of
the project and will more accurately locate the OHWM.
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Photo 1. Drift Line Observed in parking lot at Village Property (Area 1).

Photo 2. Edge of parking lot and beach adjacent to boat ramp on Village Property (Area 1).
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Photo 3. Existing rip-rap bank on west side of Ameren facility along the Illinois River.

Photo 4. View from top of bank towards the Illinois River.
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Photo 5. View of Area 3 on north side of Ameren Site, looking northeast.

Photo 6. View of Area 3 on north side of Ameren Site, looking north.
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Photo 7. Looking downstream from Area 3 at existing coal unloading operations.

Photo 8. View of existing trail (formerly Front Street) through the wooded area on the north side of the
Ameren Site (between Areas 2 and 4).
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Photo 9. View of Area 5, looking northeast from near the entrance to the Ameren facility.

Photo 10. View looking north along Ash Road in Area 7.
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Photo 11. View looking south along Ash Road in Area 7.

Photo 12. View looking west across Area 7 from near Ash Road.
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Photo 13. View looking northwest across a portion of Area 7 towards existing fuel oil storage tanks.

Photo 14. View looking southwest from Area 7 towards Area 8.
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Photo 15. View of wetland area (PB), looking south.

Photo 16. Looking south across offsite Railroad Property (Area 14).
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Photo 17. View of Area 14, looking west.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Midwest Region

Project/Site: _FutureGen 2.0/Meredosia Power Station

City/County: Meredosia, Morgan County

Sampling Date:; May 26, 2011

Applicant/Owner; Ameren, Inc.

State: IL Sampling Point; SP-1

Investigator(s): Becker, Crossan, Rua

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression
Slope {%): Lat: 1148876 ft (N) Long: 2185597 ft (E)

Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Datum: - West SP NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Plainfield loamy sand, 7 to 15 percent slopes (54D)

NWI classification: None

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No

X soil _*%
Soil

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology X ___significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , or Hydrology naturally problematic?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

(i needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yos _ X No
Hydric Soll Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area %
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ X No within a Wetland? Yes No
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
s o,
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? _Status | pp.ber of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A
o Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 o’
* Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  86% (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Populus deltoides FAC+ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. Typha sp. OBL OBL species ! x1=1
3. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU- FACW species 0 x2=0
4 FAC species | x3=3
5 FACU species 1 x4=4
= Total Cover UPL species O x5=0
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: 3 (ny 8 (B)
4, Carex sp. 1D
2 Prevalence Index =B/A= 2.66
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. ___ 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5. __ 2 -Dominance Test is >50%
B __ 3 - Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7. ___ 4- Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
9‘ ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10. 1 4
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
= Total Cover be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation %
N
T Present? Yes o
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0
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Sampling Point: SP-1

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

Depth Malrix Redox Fealures
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Tvpe' _Loc’ Texture ___Remarks
0-4 10YR 5/2 a0 10YR 4/6 10 RM Clay loam
4-18+ 10YR 4/2 70 10 YR 4/4 20 RM Clay loam
10 YR6/1 10 RM

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

Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll Indicators:
__ Histosol (A1)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
___ Stralified Layers (A5)
___ 2.cm Muck (A10)
_ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
__ 5 om Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)

. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’:
___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___ Dark Surface (S7)

__ Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

___ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

%Indicators of hydrophytic vegatation and
wetland hydrology must be presant,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

x Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)
z Saluration (A3)
___ Water Marks (B1)
___ Sediment Deposils (B2)
__ Drift Deposits (B3)
___ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
___ Iron Deposits (B5)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

5 i ired; check all that apply)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

X Aquatic Fauna (B13)
True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)
__ Recent lron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C8)

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

ndary Indicators (minim f two requi
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

Field Observations:

(includes capillary fringe)

Surface Water Present? Yes_ X No Depth (inches): 4-6
Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_X No Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Project/Site: FutureGen 2. 0/Meredosia Power Station City/County: Meredosia, Morgan County Sampling Date: May 26, 2011
Applicant/Owner: Ameren, Inc. State: IL Sampling Point. SP-2
Investigator(s). Becker, Crossan, Rua Section, Township, Range:

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

Slope (%) Lat- 1148570 ft (N) Long: 2185621 ft (E) Datum: 1L West SP NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Plainfield loamy sand, 7 to 15 percent slopes (54D) NWI classification: None

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

Are Vegetation X_, Soll X_, or Hydrology X significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes_ No X
Are Vegetation | Soll | or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No_ X
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X within a Wetland? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
. 0,
Tree St.rqlum (Plot S|;e. ) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU- | Thal Are OBL, FACW, or FAC. 2 (A)
2 Populus deltoides FAC+
] Total Number of Dominant

3. Comus sp. o Species Across All Strata: 6 (B)
4.
2 Percent of Dominant Species :
2. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  33% (AB)

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum  (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Populus deltoides FAC+ Total % Cover of. Multiply by:
2 Phytolacca americana FAC- OBL species O x1=0
3. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU- FACW species © x4
4 Lonicera sp. 1D FAC species % x3=12
5. FACU species 2 x4=8

= Total Cover UPL species 0 x5=10
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: 6 (&) 20 (B)
1. Parthenocissus quinquefolia FAC-
Ay Prevalence Index =B/A= 333
3 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. __1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 ___ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
6. ___ 3-Prevalence Index is =3.0'
= ___ 4 - Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
9 ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10. : ’

— 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
= Total Cover L
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) & : i
il Hydrophytic
=5 Vegetation <
2

- Testil Covar Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet )
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Version 2.0
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM

AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (maist) % Color (moist) Y% Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
0-8 10YR 3/4 100 Sand

8-16 10YR 4/4 100 Sand

16 - 20+ 7.5YR 5/6 100 Sand

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

“Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosaol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (AZ)

Black Histic (A3)

__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

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

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

__ Stripped Matnx (S6)

__ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
__ Depleted Matrix (F3)

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

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

___ Dark Surface (S7)
__lron-Manganese Masses (F12)
_Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

@strictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators {(minimum of one is required;

check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators {minimum of two required)

~ Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

__ Saturation (A3)

___ Water Marks (B1)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2)

__ Drift Deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

__Iron Deposits (B5)

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

_ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
__Aquatic Fauna (B13)

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

_ Surface Soil Cracks (B8)

__ Draunage Patterns (B10)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

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

__ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

_ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

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

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

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes_ No L Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes  No L Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes  No L Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrologly Present? Yes No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2 0
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: FutureGen 2.0/Meredosia Power Station City/County: Meredosia, Morgan County Sampling Date: May 26, 2011
Applicant/Owner: Ameren, Inc. State: IL Sampling Point: SP-3
Investigator(s): Becker, Crossan, Rua Section, Township, Range:

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

Slope (%): Lat: 1148545 ft (N)48 Long: 2185607 ft (E) Datum: 'L West SP NAD 83
Soil Map Unit Name: Plainfield loamy sand, 7 to 15 percent slopes (54D) NWI classification: None

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

Are Vegetation __ X Soil _X__ orHydrology _ X significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes____ No_ X
Are Vegetation _____, Soil_____, or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes __ X No
Hydric Soil Present? Yes __X No Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes __ X No within a Wetland? Yes X No
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
i A T
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. : That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
& Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species .
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  56% (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1, Populus deltoides FAC+ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. Rhus glabra OBL OBL species ! x1=1
3. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU- FACW species 0 x2=0
4. FAC species 1 x3=3
5 FACU species _! x4=4
= Total Cover UPL species 0 x5=20
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: 3 @ 8 (B)
1. Carex sp. D
2. Prevalence Index =B/A= 266
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. __1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5. _ 2-Dominance Test is >50%
6. ___ 3-Prevalence Index s <3.0"
7. __ 4 -Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
9’ ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10. ,
= Total Cover Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
- be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: ) P P
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation %
= Total Cover Present? Yes No
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Version 2.0
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM

AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-3

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 5/2 90 10YR 4/6 10 RM M Clay loam
6-18+ 10YR 4/2 80 10 YR 4/4 10 RM M Clay loam
10 YR 6/1 10 RM M

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

X Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

___ Stratified Layers (A5)

___ 2.cm Muck (A10)

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

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

__ 5. cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
___ Depleted Matrix (F3)

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

___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) ___ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
___. Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ Dark Surface (S7)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)

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

Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes_X__ No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

x Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)
X Saturation (A3)
. Water Marks (B1)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4)
___ lron Deposits (B5)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

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

Secondal

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
Z Aquatic Fauna (B13)

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

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___

. Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

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

___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

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

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

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

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes _X_ No____ Depth (inches): 4-6
Water Table Present? Yes______ No____ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes _X_ No _____ Depth (inches):

includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

X No

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM

AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: FutureGen 2.0/Meredosia Power Station

Applicant/Owner: Ameren, Inc.

City/County: Meredosia, Morgan County

Sampling Date: May 26,2011

State: 1L Sampling Point: SP-4

Investigator(s)- Becker, Crossan, Rua

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Depression

Slope (%;): Lat 1148570 ft (N)

Long: 2185624 ft (E)

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Datum: 'L West SP NAD 83

Soil Map Unit Name: Plainfield loamy sand, 7 to 15 percent slopes (54D)

NWI classification: None

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

Are Vegetation X Soil X , or Hydrology X

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology

No
significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

(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
Hydric Soil Present? Yes
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

No_ X
No X Is the Sampled Area
Na X within a Wetland?

Yes

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Tree Stratum  (Plot size: ]

Absolute Dominant Indicator
% Cover _Species? _Status

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: 7 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species ;
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  43% (AJB)
Prevalence Index worksheet:
Total % Cover of: Multiply by
OBL species 0 x1=10
FACW species 0 x2=10
FAC species 5 x3=15
FACU species 2 x4=8
UPL species 0 x5=10
Column Totals: A 22 (B)

Prevalence Index =B/A= 3-14

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
_1-Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
_ 2-Dominance Test is >50%

_ 3_Prevalence Index is =3.0'

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

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydnc soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

1. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU-
2 Populus deltoides FAC+
3. Comus sp. 10
4.
5

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Populus deltoides FAC+
2. Phytolacca americana FAC-
3. Robinia pseudoacacia FACU-
4. Lonicera sp. D
h

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Parthenocissus quinquefolia FAC-
2
3
4
5
6.
7
8
9
10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum  (Plot size: 1]
1. Toxicodendron radicans FAC+
1

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes No__ X

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROGRAM

AMEREN WETLAND REPORT

SOIL

Sampling Point: SP-4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features

{inches) Color {(maist) % Color (moist) Yo Type' Loc” Texture Remarks
0-6 10YR 3/3 100 Sand loam

6-18 10YR 4/4 100 Sand

18 - 20+ 7.5YR 5/6 100 Sand

'Type: C=Conceniration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains.

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

__ Histosol (A1)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2)

~ Black Histic (A3)

__ Hydrogen Suliide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

__ 2cm Muck (A10)

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

_ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
__ 5cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matnx (54)
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

~ Stripped Matrix (S6)

__ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
_ Depleted Matrix (F3)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
_ Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
__ Coast Praine Redox (A16)

___ Dark Surface (S7)
~Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)

__ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {minimum of one is required

. check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

___ Surface Water (A1)

__ High Water Table (A2)

_ Saturation (A3)

___ Water Marks (B1)

____ Sediment Deposits (B2)

_ Drift Deposits (B3)

_Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

__Iron Deposiis (B5)

__Inundation Visible on Aenal Imagery (B7)
___ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
__ Aguatic Fauna (B13)

_ True Aquatic Plants (B14)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

___ Oxdized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

_ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

_ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

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

__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aenal Imagery (C9)
_ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

_ Geomorphic Position (D2)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No
Saturation Present? Yes No

(includes capillary fringe)

_ X Depth (inches):

X Depth (inches):
X Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Nox

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

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region — Version 2.0
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A. Brook Crossan, Ph.D., P.E. — Senior Environmental Engineer

Ph.D., Geophysical Fluid Dynamics

M.S., Mechanical Engineering

B.S., Mechanical Engineering

37 years of experience with NEPA documentation and analysis on projects for federal
agencies.

Anthony Becker — Environmental Scientist

M.S., Biology

B.S., Biology

5 years of experience in NEPA documentation and analysis and ecological
investigations on projects for federal agencies.

Christopher Rua — Environmental Scientist

B.S., Environmental Planning & Design

9 years of experience in environmental compliance, due diligence, and field studies for
land development and NEPA projects.
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APPENDIX D2

PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND WETLANDS
DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED FUTUREGEN
SOIL-GAS MONITORING AND METEOROLOGICAL TOWER
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Specidalized Ecological Services

105 East Oak Street, Greenville, Illinois 62246
888-511-7735, 618-741-0426 (cell), bob@specialized-ecological.com

November 28, 2011

Tyson Zobrist

US Army Corps of Engineer
1222 Spruce Street

Saint Louis, MO 63103

Re: Jurisdictional Wetlands Survey

FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Incorporated
Soil-Gas Monitoring and Meteorological Tower Sites
Morgan County, lllinois

Dear Mr. Zobrist,

Enclosed is a copy of our report documenting the results of our survey for jurisdictional wetlands at the above referenced
project in Morgan County, lllinois, for FutureGen Industrial Alliance of Washington, D.C. As indicated in our report, no
jurisdictional wetlands were identified and no impacts to wetlands are anticipated from this project. | am also including the
results of our survey for state and federal threatened and endangered species at the project site. As reported, no
protected species were identified and no impacts to protected species are anticipated.

Please mail comments to:

FutureGen Alliance, Inc. U.S. Department of Energy National Technology Laboratory
1101 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 3610 Collins Ferry Road

Sixth Floor P.O. Box 880

Washington, D.C. 20004 Morgantown, WV 26507

Contact Person: Mr. Ken Humphreys, CEO Contact Person: Mr. Cliff Whyte, NEPA Compliance Officer
Phone Number: (202) 280-6019 Phone Number: (304) 285-2098

Please include myself and Amanda Stegen, Research Scientist, Battelle on any correspondence.
Amanda Stegen

Battelle

902 Battelle Blvd

P.O. Box 999

MSIN K3-66

Richland, Washington, 99352

amanda.stegen@pnl.gov

509-372-4511

Sincerely,
Specialized Ecological Services

Robert O. Rinella

Consulting Ecologist

Cc: Mr. Chris Burger, Patrick Engineering
Ms. Amanda Stegen, Battelle
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Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination

& Wetlands Delineation

Proposed FutureGen Soil-Gas Monitoring and
Meteorological Tower

Morgan County, lllinois

Date:

Prepared for FutureGen Alliance
under contract with:

Patrick Engineering
300 West Edwards Street, Suite 200
Springfield, lllinois 62704
(630)795-7200

Prepared by:

Specialized Ecological Services
P.O. Box 136
105 East Oak Street
Greenville, IL 62246

November 28, 2011
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents an investigation of wetland concerns related to proposed construction of
FutureGen Industriahlliance, Inc. facilities near Jacksonville, lllinois. The current proposed
action involves the installation of a meteorological tower and soil-gas collection network in
support of the FutureGen 2.0 Morgan County carbon sequestration site. The network will
provide samples of soil gas for evaluating baseling €@centrations and, once site operations
begin, a means of sessing possible increases in £E€obncentration or co-injected tracer
compounds. The networincludes one meteorological tower and seven soil-gas monitoring
chambers.

Wetlands

The ecological functions and social values associated with wetland habitats afford them
special regulatory protection. In keeping with the regulatory requirements of the Clean
Water Act (CWA), wetlands on properties to be altered by commercial activities must be
identified and impacts to those wetlands mitigated. As authorized by Section 404 of the
CWA, the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) jointly define wetlands &®hose areas that are inundated or saturated by

surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under

normal circumstances do support, the prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life

in saturated soil conditions (Corps 33 CFR 328.3 and EPA 40 CFR 230.3).” This
definition is currently the standard for jurisdictional wetland delineation. To be a
jurisdictional wetland and therefore fall under federal and state regulatory limitations, an
ecological community must exhibit three wetland characteristics:

(1) wetland hydrology,
(2) hydric soils, and
(3) hydrophytic vegetation.

Hydrology

Because hydrology is the most independent variable among the three-wetland
criteria, its influence is extremely important. Hydrologic fluctuations not only
affect soil formation (Buol and Rebertus 1988) and vegetation growth
(Hutchinson 1975), but also every wetland function. Wetland hydrology is
described by the Corps as “inundation or saturation to the surface for at least 5%

of the growing season in most years.” Saturation exists when the capillary fringe
occurs within a major portion of the root zone (ie. within 12 inches of the soil
surface). The growing season is defined as the portion of the year when soil
temperature at 20 inches below the surface is abd¥e(8C).

Soails
Wetland hydrology (saturation and/or inundation) results in soil anaerobiosis as

biological and chemical processes deplete oxygen in the soil. Soils developed in
anoxic conditions are called hydromorphic (Buol and Rebertus 1988) or hydric
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(Megonigal, Patrick, and Faulkner 1993). The Natural Resource Conservation
Service defines hydric soils as “saturated, flooded or ponded long enough during

the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil
(SCS 1991).

Vegetation

For most species of vegetation, oxygen deprivation is an extreme condition
limiting survival. For certain adapted species, however, anoxic rooting conditions
are an environmental condition allowing them the ecological advantage. The
National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils (SCS 1991) defines hydrophytic
vegetation as “plant life growing in water or on a saturated substrate that is at

least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content.” The
keystone to regulatory consideration of hydrophytic vegetation is inundation or
saturation sufficient to exert a controlling influence on the plant species present.
The Corps requires a predominaifed0%) of hydrophytic species.

In January of 2001, a U.S. Supreme Court ruling added another characteristic as a
requirement for a wetland to come under the Corps regulatory jurisdiction. In essence, a
wetland is now required to have a surface water connection to a “navigable waterway” in
order to be protected by the wetland provisions of the CWA. This ruling was reinforced
in the 2006 U.S. Supreme Court case, United States v. Rapanos

State Wetlands Legislation

The lllinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act of 1989 establishes a state goal that there be,
“no overall net loss of the state's existing wetland acres or their functional values due to
state supported activities” (20 ILCS 830). To accomplish this goal, the Act established a
review process for all projects being pursued by a state agency or being accomplished
with state funds, that have the potential to adversely affect a wetland. This review
consists of a two part process. Projects must first be reviewed by the Division of Natural
Resources Review & Coordination to confirm if a wetland impact will occur. |If it is
determined there will not be an impact, the project will be approved and funds may be
released. If it is determined an impact is going to occur, the entity requesting approval
must prepare a plan which details how it will compensate for the impact before the
project may move forward (20 ILCS 830). All compensation plans must be approved by
IDNR. The Act does not require wetlands to have a surface water connection to a
navigable waterway in order for those wetlands to fall within the state's regulatory
jurisdiction.

The lllinois Rivers, Lakes, and Streams Act (615 ILCS 5) grants the IDNR Office of
Water Resources (IDNR/OWR) the authority to regulate construction activities in
floodplains. According to the Act, persons proposing such activities must first secure a
permit from IDNR/OWR. Related regulations recognize six northeastern counties (Cook,
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will) separately from the rest of "downstate"
lllinois. The purpose of both programs is to, "protect the rights, safety, and welfare of
private and public landowners by the regulation of floodway development, [because]
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construction activities which restrict a stream's capacity to carry flood flows may result in
channel instability and increased flood damages to neighboring properties" (State of
lllinois 1994). The downstate regulatory program requires permits for construction in the
floodway of any stream serving a tributary area of 640 acres in urban areas or 6,400 acres
in rural areas. The Northeastern lllinois Program does not limit the tributary area (State of
lllinois 1994). IDNR/OWR uses a joint application form entitled Protecting lllinois
Waters for its floodplain, public waters, and dam safety permits.
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STUDY AREA

Meteorological Tower

The meteorological teer will be installed on a small strip of pasture located
approximately 230 feet west of the soil-gas monitoring station, SG-1 (lllustration 1).
Planned coordinates are 90.060917W and 39.813090N.

Soil disturbance for the meteorological tower includes one concrete footing,
approximately 2 feet wide, 2 feet long, and 3 feet deep. Also, a pad of landscape pavers
(approximately 4 feet wide by 4 feet long) will be used to minimize vegetative growth
around the tower and solar panel.

Soil-Gas Monitoring Network

The soil-gas monitoring network will consist of six spatially distributed monitoring
locations (SG-1 through SG-6, lllustration 2), and one additional location at the site of an
abandoned oil and gas well (SG-OGW-1, lllustration 2). A second abandoned well, SG-
OGW-2, will be accessed for a one-time soil gas measurement but no permanent soil gas
collector will be installed.

The soil gas monitoring points SG-1 through SG-6 are located adjacent to county roads
on what is thought to be the public right—of-way between the road surface and private
property. However, selected locations may actually extend onto private property. All

locations are sited on high ground where saturation of the soil is least likely to occur.

Monitoring point SG-OGW-1 is located in the middle of a fenced pasture.

The soil disturbance caused by installation of the soil-gas monitoring collector at each
site will be approximately 2 feet wide, 2 feet long, and 3 feet deep.
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Ilustration 1: Proposed meteorological tower location.
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PURPOSE & PROCEDURE

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the extent of regulated wetlands at each of the
soil-gas monitoringdcations in the proposed network and at the proposed meteorological tower
site. The wetlands investigation was conducted in conformation with the guidelines found in the
Corps’ Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987).

The following tasks have been completed and the results are reported below:

e Using available reference materials determine the presence of previously identified
wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and/or hydrophytic vegetation.

» Perform a field survey to ground-truth data gathered through available references.
Preliminary Data Collection & Review
Prior to conducting the wetland determination, the following resources were reviewed:

US Fish & Wildlife Servee National Wetland Inventory Map

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map data (USFWS 2011) for the project
site were examined to obtain a preliminary estimate of potential wetlands
occurring at the proposed power plant site, related new construction areas, and the
region of influence. Given that wetland identification criteria differ between the
US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Corps, wetlands shown on a NWI
map may not be under the jurisdiction of the Corps. Similarly, jurisdictional
wetlands may not always be identified on NWI maps. Consequently, wetland
presence based on NWI maps alone cannot be assumed to be an accurate
assessment of jurisdiction.

USGS Topographic Map

The project site was superimposed on the corresponding topographic map
(updated in 1990) (Microsoft 2011). These maps indicate topography, land use,
water bodies, drainage ways, and other basic information pertinent to the project
area. Of obvious importance for wetland research is the topographic and
hydrologic information available on USGS map.

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Soils maps from the National Cooperative Soil Survey website (NCSS 2011) were
examined to determine the characteristics of soils at the project site. County
hydric soils lists from Morgan County were also reviewed prior to fieldwork.

Field Survey

Pedestrian surveys for jurisdictional wetlands and protected species were conducted on
the subject property on November 1, 2011. Surveys were performed by Specialized
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Ecological Services’ Consulting Ecologist, Robert Rinella. Vegetation identification was
performed by Specialized Ecological Services' Senior Botanist, James Lang.
Qualifications are provided in Attachment A.

Wetland field investigations were performed based on the guidelines of the 1987 Corps

of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The
manual recommends a minimum of three transects through a project area aligned
perpendicular to the longest axis. In this study, a single sample site was established at
each soil-gas monitoring location. Because the ground cover of these areas was primarily
cool-season turf grasses and common weeds and pasture grass and because the areas
sizes are limited, it was possible to observe any variance in habitat type from a single
sampling point.

Routine Wetland Determination Data Forms were completed to characterize the
jurisdictional wetland areas and adjacent uplands (Attachment B). At these locations,
vegetation, hydrologic indicators, and soil conditions were recorded.

Vegetation

Plant identifications and nomenclature were based Féma of Missouri
(Steyermark 1963). The USFWS wetland indicator status of species follows Reed
(1988).

Soils

Site-specific data were examined to determine the characteristics of soils of the
project area. A Munsell soil color chart (Munsell Soil 1975) was used to describe
soil color and other significant characteristics. Field observations were used to
verify mapped soils survey information.

Hydrology

During field investigations, hydrologic indicators were observed and used to
verify reference data shown on NWI maps, USGS topographic maps, soils
surveys, and other sources. Specific field indicators may include, but are not
limited to: inundation, saturation, watermarks, drift lines, sediment deposits, and
water-stained leaves.
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RESULTS

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

US Fish & Wildlife Servie National Wetland Inventory Map

Review of the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map (USFWS 2011) revealed
only those wetland areas associated with Indian Creek. These are all well outside
the project area. NWI and USGS topographic maps are provided in Attachment
C.

USGS Topographic Map

USGS topographic maps revealed no waterways or wetlands within the project
boundaries.

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Soils maps (NCSS 2011) show several soil types in the proposed project area.
The soil map and county hydric soils list are included in Attachment D.

Four of the project areas are mapped with Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.

Ipava silt loam may contain hydric listed Denny, Sable, or Virden soils in
depressions.
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Field Survey

Vegetation

The project areas associated with the soil-gas monitoring wells contain primarily
cool-season grasses and common weeds, but also areas of agricultural row crop.

Grassed Pasture and Road Right-of-Way

This terrestrial community was observed at all locations with the
exception of SG-OGW-2. Various grasseBesfuca arundinaceae,
Setaria spp.) and broadleaf weeds (e®antago rugelii, Taraxacum
officinale, and Trifolium spp) were the dominant herbaceous species. No
woody species were observed.

Agricultural Row Crop

This terrestrial community type is most common throughout the project
area. In season, it would be planted in agricultural row crops. During
field observations, there were no live cultivated species present. Evidence
of Glycine max andZea mays from previous plantings was observed.

Soils

The soils observed coincide with those soils shown in the soil survey maps. The
native vegetation of the majority of the project site would have been a mix of tall-
grass prairie and deciduous hardwoods.

Hydrology

Indian Creek and its unnamed tributaries drain all areas of the proposed project
site westward into the lllinois River. The lllinois River terminates in the
Mississippi River.

Summary of Jurisdictional Areas

No jurisdictional wetlands were observed within the project area.
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DISCUSSION

The impact of proposed FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc project was evaluated for the
presence of jurisdicinal wetlands and other U.S. waters during November 2011 by Specialized

Ecological Services. This work was conducted using the standards of practice for wetland
delineation.

No jurisdictional wetlands were observed in the study area. As proposed, the actions of this
project should not have impacts to wetlands or require wetland fill permits.
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LIMITS OF RESEARCH

As Cowardin et al. (1979) point outthere is no single, correct, indisputable, ecologically

sound definition for wetlands, primarily because of the diversity of wetlands and because the
demarcation between dry and wet environments lies along a continuum.” Wetlands, by their

nature are dynamic systems. A single field investigation cannot possibly enable any investigator
to have an absolutely complete understanding of the complex ecological interactions and
components of a site. However, by combining information collected from many sources at many
different times, a clearer understanding is attainable. The results and conclusions of this
investigation represent the integration of all information and data currently available. Literature
and map data were combined with on-site reconnaissance to assure that this report is complete,
comprehensive, and accurately reflects conditions at the subject property.

Although every effort has been made to conduct this study according to the current standards of
practice and to present the results clearly and completely, a one time sampling effort can only
depict a ‘snap-shot’ of the complex biological, chemical, and ecological conditions at the study

site. Sufficient support can be drawn from this sampling effort and associated analytical results,
as well as from the scientific literature, for the discussion and conclusions provided herein.
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ATTACHMENT A: WETLAND DELINEATOR (QUALIFICATIONS

Bob Rinella, Environmental Professional and Wetland Ecologist, Specialized Ecological
Services. Three yearwith Southern lllinois University Cooperative Wildlife Research
Laboratory, fifteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Eighteen (18) years experience
with environmental research including wetlands, plant biology, wildlife biology, and
environmental planning. Master of Science in Environmental Studies at Southern lllinois
University, Bachelor of Science in Biology at Jacksonville University.

James Lang, PhD., Senior Botanist, Specialized Ecological Services. Twenty five (25) years
with Greenville College, thirteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Over thirty five
(35) years experience with plant biology and endangered species research. Doctorate in Botany
at lowa University, Master of Science in Botany and Bachelor of Arts in Science at University of
Arkansas.

Eric Ahern, Environmental Technician, Specialized Ecological Services. Two years with
Zahniser Institute for Environmental Studies, nine years with Specialized Ecological Services.
Eleven (11) years experience in environmental research including lacustrine water quality
studies, wetland restoration, and GIS/GPS mapping. Master of Science in Education at
University of Phoenix and Bachelor of Arts in Biology at Greenville College.
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ATTACHMENT B: WETLAND DATA
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Reset Form |

Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower

City/County: _Morgan

Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance

Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011

State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _Met Tower

Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): flat pasture

Slope (%): _0-2 Lat: 39.813090

Long: -90.060917

Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

Local relief (concave, convex, none): _concave

Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Tama silt loam, 5 to 10% slopes, eroded

NWI or WWI classification: _NI

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

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil

significantly disturbed?

, or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

No X

Yes

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland?

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 1 (A)
Total Number of Dominant

Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33 (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species xX2=
FAC species x3=
FACU species x4 =
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
___ Dominance Test is >50%
Prevalence Index is <3.0'

___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

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

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

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

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. _Phalaris arundinacea Y facw+
3. _Setaria veridis Y ni
4. Taraxacum officinale N facu
5. _Conyza canadensis N fac-
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1.
2.

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

No _ X

Yes

No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.

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

US Army Corps of Engineers
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SOIL Sampling Point: Met Tower

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
-12 10YR/3/2 100

12-18 10YR/4/3 100
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
__ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes__ No A
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-1
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.81286 Long: -90.06011 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Tama silt loam, 2-5% slopes NWI or WWI classification: NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No N
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Trifolium pratense Y facu+ Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Taraxacum officinale N facu __ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Plantago rugelii N fac ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0"
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 10YR/3/2 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-2
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: 39.80831 Long: -90.06467 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 0 (A
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Taraxacum officinale N facu Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. unknown composite N ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Prevalence Index is <3.0'
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 10YR/3/2 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-3
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.80716 Long: -90.07227 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 0 (A
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 4 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Trifolium purpureum Y ni Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Tridens flavus Y upl ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. _Saponaria officinalis N facu __ Prevalence Index is <3.0'
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-3

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 2.5YR/4/3 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-4
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.80275 Long: -90.05957 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 4 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 25 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria pumila Y fac Prevalence Index = B/A =
3. Phytolacca americana Y ni Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Leonurus cardiaca Y ni ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. _Saponaria officinalis N facu __ Prevalence Index is <3.0'
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
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SOIL

Sampling Point: SG-4

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 7.5YR/3/1 100 N/A pieces of brick present

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

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

Hydric Soil Indicators:

___ Histosol (A1)

__ Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

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

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
__ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)

__ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

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

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

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed. Pieces of brick present due to proximity to hand-dug well.

HYDROLOGY

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

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Fauna (B13)
Saturation (A3) True Aquatic Plants (B14)
Water Marks (B1) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Sediment Deposits (B2)

Drift Deposits (B3)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

___ lIron Deposits (B5)

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

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

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

__ Gauge or Well Data (D9)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

___ Geomorphic Position (D2)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

(includes capillary fringe)

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

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-5
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S26 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.81437 Long: -90.07428 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Setaria glauca Y fac Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Taraxacum officinale N facu __ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Bromus inermis N ni ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0"
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Interim Version
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-5

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 10YR/3/2 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Interim Version

Appendix D D-91



Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-6
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S35 T16N ROW

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

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.80000 Long: -90.07244 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ , Soil ____, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No__ X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 5 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 20 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species xX2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Setaria glauca Y fac Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. Bromus inermis Y ni ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Saponaria officinalis Y facu ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0"
6. Taraxacum officinale N facu ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
. data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
7. _unknown thistle N |
8 ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.
US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Interim Version
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-6

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 7.5YR/2.5/1 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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Reset Form |

Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower

City/County: _Morgan

Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance

Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011

State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-OGW-1

Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): _pasture, toe of hillside

Slope (%): <5 Lat: 39.805106

Long: -90.075129

Section, Township, Range: _S26 T16N ROW

Local relief (concave, convex, none): _concave to flat

Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Elco silt loam, 15 to 20% slopes, eroded

NWI or WWI classification: _NI

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

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology

Are Vegetation , Soil

significantly disturbed?

, or Hydrology naturally problematic?

No

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

No X

Yes

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i 2

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland?

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X

Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 1 (A)
Total Number of Dominant

Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33 (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
OBL species x1=
FACW species xX2=
FAC species x3=
FACU species x4 =
UPL species x5=
Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
___ Dominance Test is >50%
Prevalence Index is <3.0'

___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

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

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

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

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )
1. _Festuca arundinaceae Y facu+
2. Setaria viridis Y ni
3. Setaria glauca Y fac
4. Polygonum pensylvanicum N facw+
5. _Conyza canadensis N fac-
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1.
2.

= Total Cover

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

No _ X

Yes

No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present.

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-OGW-1

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-7 2.5YR/4/2 100 N/A

7-10 10YR/5/6 100 N/A

10-18 2.5YR/3/2 >90 7.5YR/3./4 7-10% very finc M
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No _ X
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Interim Version
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Reset Form | Print Form

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: _Soil-Gass Monitoring - Meteorological Tower City/County: _Morgan Sampling Date: _Nov. 1, 2011
Applicant/Owner: _FutureGen Alliance State: _lllinois Sampling Point: _SG-OGW-2
Investigator(s): _Robert Rinella, James Lang Section, Township, Range: _S25 T16N ROW

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): flat ag. field Local relief (concave, convex, none): _none

Slope (%): 0 Lat: _39.808508 Long: -90.065474 Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: _Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2% slopes NWI or WWI classification: _NI

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation L Soil ___, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation __ ,Soil___ ,orHydrology __ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

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

. . ”
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No i<< Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No X
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ X
Remarks:
Area has been recently disced.
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 2 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
S. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (A/B)
= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3. FACW species X2=
4. FAC species x3=
5. FACU species x4 =
= Total Cover UPL species x5=
Herbsw (PIOt size: N — ) Column Totals: (A) (B)
1. Glycine max Y ni
2. Zea mays Y ni Prevalence Index =B/A =
3. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
4. ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. Prevalence Index is <3.0'
6. ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
7 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
9' 1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
10. be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. Hydrophytic
2 Vegetation
: Present? Yes No _ X
= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)
No Trees, Saplings/Shrubs, or Woody Vines are present. This years crop appears to be soy beans with evidence of corn from previous years. No
identifiable weeds or other vegetation.
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SOIL Sampling Point: SG-OGW-2

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

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks
-18 2.5YR/2.5/1 100 N/A
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) __ Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
__ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ lIron-Manganese Masses (F12)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

__ Stratified Layers (A5)

2 cm Muck (A10)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) ®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) wetland hydrology must be present,
___ 5.cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No _ X
Remarks:
No hydric soil indicators observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)
___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
___ High Water Table (A2) __ Aquatic Fauna (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
__ Saturation (A3) ___ True Aquatic Plants (B14) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Water Marks (B1) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) __ Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)
__ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Geomorphic Position (D2)
___ lIron Deposits (B5) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
__ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ___ Gauge or Well Data (D9)
__ Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Field Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes__ No l Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes___ No l Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_ X_ Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

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

Remarks:
No wetland hydrology indicators were observed.
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ATTACHMENT C: NWI AEgRrIAL aAND USGS ToroGrarHIiC MAPS

FutureGen — Meteorological Tower & Soil-Gas Monitoring C Wetland Delineation

Appendix D D-98



dayio

BULBAIY

aye

puod Jajemuyssld
aULEW puUE aulEMS3

Jgiemdaa sULER DUE SULEMST

QrUys/pelsestd JajBmUsal 4

usblsls Jaemusel S

spuepam

TTOZ ‘ST AON

Z uanaining

‘a1s gam Jaddep spuepiap sy
uo punoy eyepelaw Jake| 8y} YIm aouepPIOIJL UI PASN 8q PINOYS BJep pajeja Spue(lam
IV "dew syl uo umoys ejep aseq 8yl Jo SSauUIULIIND 10 AJeINJDE BY] Jo} d|qisuodsal
10U SI 92IAISS BJIPIIM PUe ysi4 SN 8yl ‘Ajuo sdusiepes [essush o) si dew siyp

S811S BuliollUO seo |10S 7 Jamo] [eda160]|010819 N

Syeway Jasn

OJUSAU| SPUB[I3\\ [BUOlIEN
22IAI9S SHIPIIM PUR Ysid 'S™n

H-liq-..“.—.. s
1|

D-99

Appendix D



N

A
i T

D-100

Appendix D



ATTACHMENT D: Prosect SoiLs Map anp Hypric SoiLs oF MorGan County

FutureGen — Meteorological Tower & Soil-Gas Monitoring D Wetland Delineation
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Appendix D

Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases.
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://soils.usda.gov/sqi/) and certain
conservation and engineering applications. For more detailed information, contact
your local USDA Service Center (http://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?
agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil Scientist (http://soils.usda.gov/contact/
state_offices/).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Soil Data Mart Web site or the NRCS Web Soil Survey. The Soil
Data Mart is the data storage site for the official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272

(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soail
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.
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Soil Map

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Soil Map
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Map Unit Legend

Morgan County, lllinois (IL137)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
19C3 Sylvan silty clay loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 16.9 2.8%
severely eroded
36B Tama silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 30.8 5.0%
36C2 Tama silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 6.7 1.1%
43A Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 217.7 35.6%
43B Ipava silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 20.9 3.4%
45 Denny silt loam 24 0.4%
68 Sable silty clay loam 374 6.1%
119D2 Elco silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 30.1 4.9%
119E2 Elco silt loam, 15 to 20 percent slopes, eroded 36.0 5.9%
257A Clarksdale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 20.9 3.4%
259C2 Assumption silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 5.8 1.0%
eroded
279B Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 128.2 21.0%
279C2 Rozetta siltloam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 22.6 3.7%
279C3 Rozetta silty clay loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 18.3 3.0%
severely eroded
451 Lawson silt loam 15.1 2.5%
w Water 1.6 0.3%
Totals for Area of Interest 611.5 100.0%
Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.
A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
maijor kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.
10
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Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be

11
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made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

12
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Morgan County, lllinois

19C3—Sylvan silty clay loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Sylvan and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Sylvan

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines, loess hills
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities

Slope: 5 to 10 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 35 percent

Available water capacity: Very high (about 12.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 4e

Typical profile
0 to 6 inches: Silty clay loam
6 to 25 inches: Silty clay loam
25 to 60 inches: Silt loam

36B—Tama silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Tama and similar soils: 100 percent

13

Appendix D D-114



Custom Soil Resource Report

Description of Tama

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines, knolls
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 48 to 72 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 10 percent
Available water capacity: High (about 11.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2e

Typical profile
0 to 14 inches: Silt loam
14 to 55 inches: Silty clay loam
55 to 60 inches: Silt loam

36C2—Tama silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Tama and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Tama

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines, knolls
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 5 to 10 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained

14
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Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 48 to 72 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 10 percent

Available water capacity: High (about 11.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3e

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 46 inches: Silty clay loam
46 to 60 inches: Silt loam

43A—Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Ipava and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Ipava

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 12 to 36 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity: High (about 10.5 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 1

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 54 inches: Silty clay loam
54 to 60 inches: Silt loam

15
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Minor Components

Virden
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Denny
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Depressions
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Sable
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

43B—Ipava silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Ipava and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Ipava

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 12 to 36 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity: High (about 10.5 inches)

16
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Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2e

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 54 inches: Silty clay loam
54 to 60 inches: Silt loam

Minor Components

Virden
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

Denny
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Depressions
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave

Sable
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

45—Denny silt loam

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Denny and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Denny

Setting
Landform: Depressions
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained

17

Appendix D D-118



Appendix D

Custom Soil Resource Report

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 0 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: Frequent

Available water capacity: High (about 11.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3w

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 17 inches: Silt loam
17 to 48 inches: Silty clay
48 to 60 inches: Silty clay loam

68—Sable silty clay loam

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Sable and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Sable

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: Occasional
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Available water capacity: Very high (about 12.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2w

Typical profile
0 to 17 inches: Silty clay loam
17 to 42 inches: Silty clay loam

18
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42 to 60 inches: Silt loam

119D2—ElIlco silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Elco and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Elco

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess over paleosol formed in till

Properties and qualities
Slope: 10 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 30 to 54 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity: High (about 11.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3e

Typical profile
0 to 5 inches: Silt loam
5 to 23 inches: Silty clay loam
23 to 60 inches: Silty clay loam

119E2—EIlco silt loam, 15 to 20 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days
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Map Unit Composition
Elco and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Elco

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess over paleosol formed in till

Properties and qualities
Slope: 15 to 25 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 30 to 54 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water capacity: High (about 11.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 6e

Typical profile
0 to 5 inches: Silt loam
5 to 23 inches: Silty clay loam
23 to 60 inches: Silty clay loam

257A—Clarksdale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Clarksdale and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Clarksdale

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
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Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20 to
0.60 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 12 to 36 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 15 percent

Available water capacity: High (about 11.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 1

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 19 inches: Silt loam
19 to 56 inches: Silty clay
56 to 60 inches: Silt loam

Minor Components

Virden
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

259C2—Assumption silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 680 to 1,020 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 29 to 35 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 50 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 180 days

Map Unit Composition
Assumption and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Assumption

Setting
Landform: Ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess over till

Properties and qualities
Slope: 5 to 10 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.60 in/hr)
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Depth to water table: About 30 to 54 inches
Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water capacity: High (about 11.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3e

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 36 inches: Silty clay loam
36 to 60 inches: Clay loam

279B—Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 620 to 690 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Rozetta and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Rozetta

Setting
Landform: Loess hills, ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 48 to 72 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 15 percent
Available water capacity: Very high (about 12.6 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 2e

Typical profile
0 to 7 inches: Silt loam
7 to 15 inches: Silt loam
15 to 39 inches: Silty clay loam
39 to 60 inches: Silt loam
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279C2—Rozetta silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Rozetta and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Rozetta

Setting
Landform: Loess hills, ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities

Slope: 5 to 10 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Moderately well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 48 to 72 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 15 percent

Available water capacity: Very high (about 12.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3e

Typical profile
0 to 9 inches: Silt loam
9 to 39 inches: Silty clay loam
39 to 60 inches: Silt loam

279C3—Rozetta silty clay loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 440 to 670 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days
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Map Unit Composition
Rozetta and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Rozetta

Setting

Landform: Loess hills, ground moraines
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Linear

Parent material: Loess

Properties and qualities

Slope: 5 to 10 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Moderately well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 48 to 72 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 10 percent

Available water capacity: High (about 11.9 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability (nonirrigated): 4e

Typical profile

0 to 5 inches: Silty clay loam
5 to 37 inches: Silty clay loam
37 to 60 inches: Silt loam

451—Lawson silt loam

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 420 to 440 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 58 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 59 degrees F
Frost-free period: 150 to 190 days

Map Unit Composition
Lawson and similar soils: 100 percent

Description of Lawson

Setting

Landform: Flood plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 2 percent
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Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.60 to 2.00 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 12 to 36 inches

Frequency of flooding: Frequent

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water capacity: Very high (about 12.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 3w

Typical profile
0 to 11 inches: Silt loam
11 to 35 inches: Silt loam
35 to 60 inches: Silt loam

Minor Components

Sawmill
Percent of map unit:
Landform: Flood plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear

W—Water

Map Unit Composition
Water: 100 percent
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Soil Information for All Uses

Suitabilities and Limitations for Use

The Suitabilities and Limitations for Use section includes various soil interpretations
displayed as thematic maps with a summary table for the soil map units in the selected
area of interest. A single value or rating for each map unit is generated by aggregating
the interpretive ratings of individual map unit components. This aggregation process
is defined for each interpretation.

Land Classifications

Land Classifications are specified land use and management groupings that are
assigned to soil areas because combinations of soil have similar behavior for specified
practices. Most are based on soil properties and other factors that directly influence
the specific use of the soil. Example classifications include ecological site
classification, farmland classification, irrigated and nonirrigated land capability
classification, and hydric rating.

Hydric Rating by Map Unit

This rating indicates the proportion of map units that meets the criteria for hydric soils.
Map units are composed of one or more map unit components or soil types, each of
which is rated as hydric soil or not hydric. Map units that are made up dominantly of
hydric soils may have small areas of minor nonhydric components in the higher
positions on the landform, and map units that are made up dominantly of nonhydric
soils may have small areas of minor hydric components in the lower positions on the
landform. Each map unit is designated as "all hydric," "partially hydric," "not hydric,"
or "unknown hydric," depending on the rating of its respective components.

"All hydric" means that all components listed for a given map unit are rated as being
hydric, while "not hydric" means that all components are rated as not hydric. "Partially
hydric" means that at least one component of the map unit is rated as hydric, and at
least one component is rated as not hydric. "Unknown hydric" indicates that at least
one component is not rated so a definitive rating for the map unit cannot be made.

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

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

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

References:

Federal Register. July 13, 1994. Changes in hydric soils of the United States.
Federal Register. September 18, 2002. Hydric soils of the United States.

Hurt, G.W., and L.M. Vasilas, editors. Version 6.0, 2006. Field indicators of hydric soils
in the United States.

Soil Survey Division Staff. 1993. Soil survey manual. Soil Conservation Service. U.S.
Department of Agriculture Handbook 18.

Soil Survey Staff. 1999. Soil taxonomy: A basic system of soil classification for making
and interpreting soil surveys. 2nd edition. Natural Resources Conservation Service.
U.S. Department of Agriculture Handbook 436.

Soil Survey Staff. 2006. Keys to soil taxonomy. 10th edition. U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service.
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Map—Hydric Rating by Map Unit
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Table—Hydric Rating by Map Unit

Hydric Rating by Map Unit— Summary by Map Unit — Morgan County, lllinois (IL137)

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
19C3 Sylvan silty clay loam, 5 to 10 Not Hydric 16.9 2.8%
percent slopes, severely eroded
36B Tama silt loam, 2 to 5 percent Not Hydric 30.8 5.0%
slopes
36C2 Tama silt loam, 5 to 10 percent Not Hydric 6.7 1.1%
slopes, eroded
43A Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent Partially Hydric 217.7 35.6%
slopes
43B Ipava silt loam, 2 to 5 percent Partially Hydric 20.9 3.4%
slopes
45 Denny silt loam All Hydric 24 0.4%
68 Sable silty clay loam All Hydric 374 6.1%
119D2 Elco silt loam, 10 to 15 percent Not Hydric 30.1 4.9%
slopes, eroded
119E2 Elco silt loam, 15 to 20 percent Not Hydric 36.0 5.9%
slopes, eroded
257A Clarksdale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent | Partially Hydric 20.9 3.4%
slopes
259C2 Assumption silt loam, 5 to 10 Not Hydric 5.8 1.0%
percent slopes, eroded
279B Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5 percent Not Hydric 128.2 21.0%
slopes
279C2 Rozetta silt loam, 5 to 10 percent | Not Hydric 22.6 3.7%
slopes, eroded
279C3 Rozetta silty clay loam, 5 to 10 Not Hydric 18.3 3.0%
percent slopes, severely eroded
451 Lawson silt loam Partially Hydric 15.1 2.5%
w Water Unknown Hydric 1.6 0.3%
Totals for Area of Interest 611.5 100.0%
Rating Options—Hydric Rating by Map Unit
Aggregation Method: Absence/Presence
Tie-break Rule: Lower
30
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PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND WETLANDS DELINEATION FOR THE
PROPOSED FUTUREGEN DEVELOPMENT (STRATIGRAPHIC WELL)
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Specidlized Ecological Services

105 East Oak Street, Greenville, Illinois 62246
888-511-7735, 618-741-0426 (cell), bob@specialized-ecological.com

May 25, 2011

Tyson Zobrist

US Army Corps of Engineer
1222 Spruce Street

Saint Louis, MO 63103

Re: Jurisdictional Wetlands Survey
FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Incorporated
Site Characterization Well Locale

Morgan County, lllinois

Dear Mr. Zobrist,

Enclosed is a copy of our report documenting the results of our survey for jurisdictional wetlands at the above referenced
project in Morgan County, lllinois, for FutureGen Industrial Alliance of Washington, D.C. As indicated in our report, no
jurisdictional wetlands were identified and no impacts to wetlands are anticipated from this project. | am also including the
results of our survey for state and federal threatened and endangered species at the project site. As reported, no
protected species were identified and no impacts to protected species are anticipated.

Please mail comments to:

FutureGen Alliance, Inc. U.S. Department of Energy National Technology Laboratory
1101 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 3610 Collins Ferry Road

Sixth Floor P.O. Box 880

Washington, D.C. 20004 Morgantown, WV 26507

Contact Person: Mr. Ken Humphreys, CEO Contact Person: Mr. Cliff Whyte, NEPA Compliance Officer
Phone Number: (202) 280-6019 Phone Number: (304) 285-2098

Please include myself and Amanda Stegen, Research Scientist, Battelle on any correspondence.
Amanda Stegen

Battelle

902 Battelle Blvd

P.O. Box 999

MSIN K3-66

Richland, Washington, 99352

amanda.stegen@pnl.gov

509-372-4511

Sincerely,
Specialized Ecological Services

Robert O. Rinella
Consulting Ecologist

Cc: Mr. Chris Burger, Patrick Engineering
Ms. Amanda Stegen, Battelle
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Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination

& Wetlands Delineation

Proposed FutureGen Development
Morgan County, lllinois

Date: May 25, 2011

Prepared for FutureGen Alliance
under contract with:

Patrick Engineering
300 West Edwards Street, Suite 200
Springfield, lllinois 62704
(630)795-7200

Prepared by:
Specialized Ecological Services
P.O. Box 136

105 East Oak Street
Greenville, IL 62246
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents an investigation of wetland concerns related to proposed construction of
FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. facilities near Jacksonville, Illinois. Our investigation
includes two possible characterization pad areas (the Beilschmidt Property and the Hoagland
Property), several truck pull-offs and road modifications on Beilschmidt Road, and widening and
extending an existing farm access road.

Wetlands

The ecological functions and social values associated with wetland habitats afford them
special regulatory protection. In keeping with the regulatory requirements of the Clean
Water Act (CWA), wetlands on properties to be altered by commercial activities must be
identified and impacts to those wetlands mitigated. As authorized by Section 404 of the
CWA, the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) jointly define wetlands as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under
normal circumstances do support, the prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life
in saturated soil conditions (Corps 33 CFR 328.3 and EPA 40 CFR 230.3).” This
definition is currently the standard for jurisdictional wetland delineation. To be a
jurisdictional wetland and therefore fall under federal and state regulatory limitations, an
ecological community must exhibit three wetland characteristics:

(1) wetland hydrology,
(2) hydric soils, and
(3) hydrophytic vegetation.

Hydrology

Because hydrology is the most independent variable among the three-wetland
criteria, its influence is extremely important. Hydrologic fluctuations not only
affect soil formation (Buol and Rebertus 1988) and vegetation growth
(Hutchinson 1975), but also every wetland function. Wetland hydrology is
described by the Corps as “inundation or saturation to the surface for at least 5%
of the growing season in most years.” Saturation exists when the capillary fringe
occurs within a major portion of the root zone (ie. within 12 inches of the soil
surface). The growing season is defined as the portion of the year when soil
temperature at 20 inches below the surface is above 41°F (5°C).

Soils

Wetland hydrology (saturation and/or inundation) results in soil anaerobiosis as
biological and chemical processes deplete oxygen in the soil. Soils developed in
anoxic conditions are called hydromorphic (Buol and Rebertus 1988) or hydric
(Megonigal, Patrick, and Faulkner 1993). The Natural Resource Conservation
Service defines hydric soils as “saturated, flooded or ponded long enough during
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the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil

(SCS 1991).

Vegetation

For most species of vegetation, oxygen deprivation is an extreme condition
limiting survival. For certain adapted species, however, anoxic rooting conditions
are an environmental condition allowing them the ecological advantage. The
National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils (SCS 1991) defines hydrophytic
vegetation as “plant life growing in water or on a saturated substrate that is at
least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content.” The
keystone to regulatory consideration of hydrophytic vegetation is inundation or
saturation sufficient to exert a controlling influence on the plant species present.
The Corps requires a predominance (>50%) of hydrophytic species.

In January of 2001, a U.S. Supreme Court ruling added another characteristic as a
requirement for a wetland to come under the Corps regulatory jurisdiction. In essence, a
wetland is now required to have a surface water connection to a “navigable waterway” in
order to be protected by the wetland provisions of the CWA. This ruling was reinforced
in the 2006 U.S. Supreme Court case, United States v. Rapanos.

State Wetlands Legislation

The Illinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act of 1989 establishes a state goal that there be,
“no overall net loss of the state's existing wetland acres or their functional values due to
state supported activities” (20 ILCS 830). To accomplish this goal, the Act established a
review process for all projects being pursued by a state agency or being accomplished
with state funds, that have the potential to adversely affect a wetland. This review
consists of a two part process. Projects must first be reviewed by the Division of Natural
Resources Review & Coordination to confirm if a wetland impact will occur. If it is
determined there will not be an impact, the project will be approved and funds may be
released. If it is determined an impact is going to occur, the entity requesting approval
must prepare a plan which details how it will compensate for the impact before the
project may move forward (20 ILCS 830). All compensation plans must be approved by
IDNR. The Act does not require wetlands to have a surface water connection to a
navigable waterway in order for those wetlands to fall within the state's regulatory
jurisdiction.

The Illinois Rivers, Lakes, and Streams Act (615 ILCS 5) grants the IDNR Office of
Water Resources (IDNR/OWR) the authority to regulate construction activities in
floodplains. According to the Act, persons proposing such activities must first secure a
permit from IDNR/OWR. Related regulations recognize six northeastern counties (Cook,
DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will) separately from the rest of "downstate"
Illinois. The purpose of both programs is to, "protect the rights, safety, and welfare of
private and public landowners by the regulation of floodway development, [because]
construction activities which restrict a stream's capacity to carry flood flows may result in
channel instability and increased flood damages to neighboring properties" (State of
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Illinois 1994). The downstate regulatory program requires permits for construction in the
floodway of any stream serving a tributary area of 640 acres in urban areas or 6,400 acres
in rural areas. The Northeastern Illinois Program does not limit the tributary area (State of
[llinois 1994). IDNR/OWR uses a joint application form entitled Protecting Illinois
Waters for its floodplain, public waters, and dam safety permits.
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STUDY AREA

Beilschmidt Characterization Pad

The Beilschmidt Characterization Pad is located approximately 6 miles north of
Alexander, Illinois. This property occupies a 700 ft X 700 ft portion of the northeastern
quarter of the southeastern quarter of Section 25, Township 16 North, Range 9 West, 3™
Prime Meridian, in Morgan County. The area of the site is approximately 11.25 acres.
Topography within the site ranged between 540 and 570 feet msl. The property contains
agricultural fields.

Hoagland Characterization Pad

The Hoagland Characterization Pad is also located approximately 6 miles north of
Alexander, Illinois. This property occupies a 500 ft X 1340 ft portion of the eastern half
of the northwestern quarter of Section 25, Township 16 North, Range 9 West, 3™ Prime
Meridian, in Morgan County. The area of the site is approximately 15.38 acres.
Topography within the site ranged between 540 and 570 feet msl. The property contains
agricultural fields and grassed pasture.

Beilschmidt Road Improvements

Improvements to Beilschmidt Road include 5 truck pull-off areas and modifications to
three curves. These improvements are necessary to allow large trucks to safely access
Characterization Pads during construction. The first truck pull-off is located at the
intersection of County Highway 123 and Beilschmidt Road, on the south side of
Beilschmidt Road. Another pull-off is located approximately 1750 feet west of County
Highway 123 on the south side of Beilschmidt Road. A third pull-off is located
approximately 3540 feet west of County Highway 123 on the south side of Beilschmidt
Road. A fourth pull-off is located approximately 1 mile west of County Road 123 on the
south side of Beilschmidt Road. The fifth truck pull-off is located adjacent to the
Hoagland Characterization Pad on the east side of Beilschmidt Road. Each of these pull-
off sites measures approximately 30 ft by 150 ft.

Between County Highway 123 and the existing farm access road (described below),
Beilschmidt Road makes three 90° curves. Modifications to the road alignment would
affect areas on the inside of these curves. The first corner area of impact includes a
triangular area 150 feet wide by 150 feet long south and east of Beilschmidt road
approximately 4500 feet west of County Highway 123. Approximately 500 feet south
from the first curve, a second area of impact includes a triangular area 150 feet wide by
150 feet long on the north and west sides of Beilschmidt Road. Approximately 1350 feet
further west, an area of impact approximately 150 feet wide by 150 feet long is located
on the south and east sides of Beilschmidt Road.
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Farm Road Improvement and Extension

The existing farm access road begins near the northwest corner of the Beilschmidt farm.
This unnamed road extends south from its intersection with Beilschmidt Road for
approximately 2580 feet along the wester border of the Beilschmidt farm. The road
continues east, bisecting the Martin Property, approximately 2170 feet. An extension of
this road northward approximately 870 feet, roughly parallel to the eastern border of the
Beilschmidt farm, would allow access to the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad.
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PURPOSE & PROCEDURE

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the extent of regulated wetlands within the
proposed characterization pad sites, Beilschmidt Road improvement areas, and areas affected by
the improvement and extension of an existing farm access road. The wetlands investigation was
conducted in conformation with the guidelines found in the Corps’ Wetlands Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987).

The following tasks have been completed and the results are reported below:

* Using available reference materials determine the presence of previously identified
wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and/or hydrophytic vegetation.

* Perform a field survey to ground-truth data gathered through available references.
Preliminary Data Collection & Review
Prior to conducting the wetland determination, the following resources were reviewed:

US Fish & Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Map

The National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map data (USFWS 2011) for the project
site were examined to obtain a preliminary estimate of potential wetlands
occurring at the proposed power plant site, related new construction areas, and the
region of influence. Given that wetland identification criteria differ between the
US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Corps, wetlands shown on a NWI
map may not be under the jurisdiction of the Corps. Similarly, jurisdictional
wetlands may not always be identified on NWI maps. Consequently, wetland
presence based on NWI maps alone cannot be assumed to be an accurate
assessment of jurisdiction.

USGS Topographic Map

The project site was superimposed on the corresponding topographic map
(updated in 1990) (Microsoft 2011). These maps indicate topography, land use,
water bodies, drainage ways, and other basic information pertinent to the project
area. Of obvious importance for wetland research is the topographic and
hydrologic information available on USGS map.

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Soils maps from the National Cooperative Soil Survey website (NCSS 2011) were
examined to determine the characteristics of soils at the project site. County
hydric soils lists from Morgan County were also reviewed prior to fieldwork.
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Field Survey

Pedestrian surveys for jurisdictional wetlands and protected species were conducted on
the subject property on April 27, 2011. Surveys were performed by Specialized
Ecological Services’ Consulting Ecologist, Robert Rinella. Vegetation identification was
performed by Specialized Ecological Services' Senior Botanist, James Lang.
Qualifications are provided in Attachment A.

Wetland field investigations were performed based on the guidelines of the /1987 Corps
of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The
manual recommends a minimum of three transects through a project area aligned
perpendicular to the longest axis. In this case, three transects were aligned perpendicular
to the western border of both the Beilschimdt and Hoagland Characterization Pads. For
the areas affected by improvements to Beilschmidt Road, the entire length of each area
was traversed. Similarly, the entire length of the farm access road and its proposed
extension were traversed. Because the ground cover of these areas was primarily
agricultural weeds and pasture grass and because the areas' widths are limited, it was
possible to observe any variance in habitat type while walking the length of the corridors.

Within the proposed characterization pad sites, sample plots were established at each
vegetation community along the transects. Routine Wetland Determination Data Forms
were completed to characterize the jurisdictional wetland areas and adjacent uplands
(Attachment B). At these locations, vegetation, hydrologic indicators, and soil conditions
were recorded. In related areas affected by improvements to Beilschmidt Road and by
the improvement and extension of an existing farm access road, Routine Wetland
Determination Data Forms were completed for each vegetation community encountered.

Vegetation

Plant identifications and nomenclature were based on Flora of Missouri
(Steyermark 1963). The USFWS wetland indicator status of species follows Reed
(1988).

Soils

Site-specific data were examined to determine the characteristics of soils of the
project area. A Munsell soil color chart (Munsell Soil 1975) was used to describe
soil color and other significant characteristics. Field observations were used to
verify mapped soils survey information.

Hydrology

During field investigations, hydrologic indicators were observed and used to
verify reference data shown on NWI maps, USGS topographic maps, soils
surveys, and other sources. Specific field indicators may include, but are not
limited to: inundation, saturation, watermarks, drift lines, sediment deposits, and
water-stained leaves.
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RESULTS

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

US Fish & Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Map

Review of the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map (USFWS 2011) revealed
only those wetland areas associated with Indian Creek. These are all well outside

the project area. NWI and USGS topographic maps are provided in Attachment
C.

USGS Topographic Map

USGS topographic maps revealed the presence of an unnamed tributary to Indian
Creek located on the eastern border of the Beilschmidt Property. This tributary is
mapped flowing north across the Beilschmidt farm. This waterway is outside the
project area; approximately 300 feet east of the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad
boundary.

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Soils maps (NCSS 2011) show several soil types in the proposed project area.
The soil map and county hydric soils list are included in Attachment D.

None of the soils associated with either the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad or
Hoagland Characterization Pad are listed as hydric. A portion of of the Hoagland
Characterization Pad site contains Clarksdale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
which may contain hydric listed Virden soils in depressions.

None of the soils associated with Beilschmidt Road improvements are listed as
hydric.

A small area of the farm access road is mapped with a Sable Silty Clay Loam.
This soil type is listed as hydric. Another portion of the farm access road is
mapped with Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes. Ipava silt loam may contain
hydric listed Denny, Sable, or Virden soils in depressions.
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Field Survey

Vegetation

The Beilschmidt Characterization Pad supports a single vegetation community,
agricultural row crops. The Hoagland Characterization Pad supports pasture
composed of cool season grasses and common weeds. Project areas associated
with improvements to Beilschmidt Road support cool-season grasses and weeds
common in road right-of-way. The project areas associated with the improvement
and extension of the existing farm access road contain primarily cool-season
grasses and common weeds, but also areas of agricultural row crop.

Agricultural Row Crop

This terrestrial community type is most common throughout the project
area. In season, it would be planted in agricultural row crops. During
field observations, there were no cultivated species present. Only bare soil
and common agricultural weeds were observed. ~Common species
observed include Barbarea vulgaris, Capsella bursa-pastoris, Conium
maculatum, Erigeron canadensis, Lamium amplexicaule, Rananculus
abortivus, and Stellaria media.

Grassed Pasture and Road Right-of-Way

This terrestrial community was observed at the Hoagland Characterization
Pad, along Beilschmidt Road, and along the farm access road. Various
grasses (Festuca arundinaceae, Phalaris arundinacea, Setaria spp.) and
broadleaf weeds (Barbarea vulgaris, Lamium amplexicaule, Rumex
chrispus, Taraxacum officinale, and Thalaspia arvense) were the
dominant herbaceous species. No woody species were observed.

Soils

The soils observed coincide with those soils shown in the soil survey maps. The
native vegetation of the majority of the project site would have been a mix of tall-
grass prairie and deciduous hardwoods.

Hydrology

Indian Creek and its unnamed tributaries drain all areas of the proposed project
site. westward into the Illinois River. The Illinois River terminates in the
Mississippi River.

Summary of Jurisdictional Areas

No jurisdictional wetlands were observed within the project area.
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DISCUSSION

The impact of proposed FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc project was evaluated for the
presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other U.S. waters during April and May 2011 by
Specialized Ecological Services. This work was conducted using the standards of practice for

wetland delineation.

No jurisdictional wetlands were observed in the study area. As proposed, the actions of this
project should not have impacts to wetlands or require wetland fill permits.
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LIMITS OF RESEARCH

As Cowardin et al. (1979) point out, “there is no single, correct, indisputable, ecologically
sound definition for wetlands, primarily because of the diversity of wetlands and because the
demarcation between dry and wet environments lies along a continuum.” Wetlands, by their
nature are dynamic systems. A single field investigation cannot possibly enable any investigator
to have an absolutely complete understanding of the complex ecological interactions and
components of a site. However, by combining information collected from many sources at many
different times, a clearer understanding is attainable. The results and conclusions of this
investigation represent the integration of all information and data currently available. Literature
and map data were combined with on-site reconnaissance to assure that this report is complete,
comprehensive, and accurately reflects conditions at the subject property.

Although every effort has been made to conduct this study according to the current standards of
practice and to present the results clearly and completely, a one time sampling effort can only
depict a ‘snap-shot’ of the complex biological, chemical, and ecological conditions at the study
site. Sufficient support can be drawn from this sampling effort and associated analytical results,
as well as from the scientific literature, for the discussion and conclusions provided herein.
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AttacHMENT A: WETLAND DELINEATOR QUALIFICATIONS

Bob Rinella, Environmental Professional and Wetland Ecologist, Specialized Ecological
Services. Three years with Southern Illinois University Cooperative Wildlife Research
Laboratory, fifteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Eighteen (18) years experience
with environmental research including wetlands, plant biology, wildlife biology, and
environmental planning. Master of Science in Environmental Studies at Southern Illinois
University, Bachelor of Science in Biology at Jacksonville University.

James Lang, PhD., Senior Botanist, Specialized Ecological Services. Twenty five (25) years
with Greenville College, thirteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Over thirty five
(35) years experience with plant biology and endangered species research. Doctorate in Botany
at Jlowa University, Master of Science in Botany and Bachelor of Arts in Science at University of
Arkansas.

Eric Ahern, Environmental Technician, Specialized Ecological Services. Two years with
Zahniser Institute for Environmental Studies, nine years with Specialized Ecological Services.
Eleven (11) years experience in environmental research including lacustrine water quality
studies, wetland restoration, and GIS/GPS mapping. Master of Science in Education at
University of Phoenix and Bachelor of Arts in Biology at Greenville College.
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ATtrAcHMENT B: WEerLAND DATA FORMS

FutureGen — Morgan County B Wetland Delineation

Appendix D D-156



DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: ﬁ‘(mrc e — gufsokmliél"*' Eol Date: 177 Aoﬂ\ {(

(if needed, explain on reverse.)

VEGETATION

1. Ed&;e— Y g €
2_Revbaren \f'&%q&.vr's

Dominant PlantSpecles =~ Sl-ral.um hdk:atm Dominant Plant Spedies Stratum ___ Indicator

9

LL?E 10,

3. Mowertcom  0€Gdna W™ CheV | 11

4. q‘ﬂ?{'ﬂ"v:“‘— ‘P{-bul.

In. Prhcert |

5. 13,
6. 14,
T 15.
8 18. _
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC ‘ {g 507
{excluding FAC-). e
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology hdicalors:
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators:
___ Aerial Photographs ___ lnundated
—- Other . Saluratad in Upper 12 Inches
___ No Recorded Data Available . Waler Marks
___DnliLines
... Sediment Deposits
Field Observations: ... Drainage Patlems in Wetlands
¥ SR Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Water: _(in) .." Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
2z, ... Waler-Stained Leaves
; (g 4
Depth to Free Waler in Pit; 7 2 (in) . Local Soil Survey Data
. 7 g} ... FAC-Neutral Test
Depth fo Saturated Soil: i L WV n) ... Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
Ny (i cc.;ﬁ)l/
- B2

Appendix D

Appendix 8 Blank and Example Data Forms

Applicant/Owner; County: fk“a A

Investigator: fa Cinellm State: J 4

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Q No Community 1D: @ 55 NGT“J'“’L(
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes Transect ID:  __ |

Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: " 1

T ARS T

Bt chae 5 SR iy e e

7 e e g T
g PR LA L

B e S




SOILS

Map Uil Name

(Series and Phase): 4 s X4 ﬂ(]{?h o1 5% U' [0"“"-: / D"isi, 5{0W‘b}f;:gm: mum"m"\r “"‘x‘G"?

Taxonomy (Subgroup): _D“‘-"'i‘““-l mixed | Pugerachive. rM8oade  Confirm Mapped Type?( Yed No

Fieid Observalions

DX oA Iic
i L]

FPHJ reedoflg

Depth ' Malrix Color

Mattle Colors Mollle Abundancef Texure, Canerelions,
{Munsell Moisl} Size/Conlrast ructure

brige 4

75Ye[3[z S /a . _H/a

Hydric Soil indicalors:

'___ Hstosol

—__ Histic Epipedon

___ Sulfidic Odor

——.. Agquic Molslure Regime

.. Reducing Conditions

.. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

— Concrelions

— High Organic Contenl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
_— Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

—— Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List

__.. Listed on National Hydric Soils List

—— Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:
no nolicadow
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophylic Vegetation Present? Yes (No _lCircle) (Circle)
Walland Hydrology Present? Yes o)
Hydric Solls Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Wilhin a Wetland? ~ Yes @
Remarks:

Ths 1%% —Q‘ry\f :fw_c(zf Yr,?dll fd%"
E 9o \J o Palschmidt R Lo
Lo thay 2o

t

?dk( ouk l

Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms

Appendix D

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92

83

D-158




DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: Fotore Genm - x| sebvmiold EA Date: _Z 7 A‘pn.l le

Applicant/Owner:

Investigator: __ B, ¥ e L&

Courtty: __M gveenm.
State: e J

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?
Is the area a potential Problem Area?

(If needed, explain on reverse.)

Community |D: 3_ Yers Va.pb(-ho’q

Xe? No
Transect 1D:

Yes 0 T
Yes Plot 1D: .

Perceni of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
{excluding FAC-).

VEGETATION 3
DominantPlantSpegles ~ Stam  ndicatlor Dominant Plant Species Stratum___ Indicator :
1 _‘l’ esdce ¢ ¥a’) AA:—L@'QCF- b Fﬂf/(f(" g,
2 o L E&; ’ 10.
a, i O ﬁé,bm h e U+ | 11,
4_Tpveraon~ offypiech In_ Flhean | 12 !
5_ (oo Siuen__oealotem N EACU | 13 :
6 ' 14, .:
7 15.
B 16. . 5

Z07

B2

Appendix D

Appendix B Blank and Example Dala Forms

D-159

iz

Remarks: '%
i

3

]

HYDROLOGY E:
5

___Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicalors: Tn
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Wndicalors: G

__ Aerial Photographs ___ lnundated o

_-.. Other ... Saturated in Upper 12 nches '?

— No Recorded Data Available -... Water Marks i
__ Dnlt Lines _-‘;!‘f

.. Sediment Deposils }

Field Observations: _.. Drainage Patlems in Wellands -
e Secondary Indicators (2 or more required): [:‘»

Depth of Surtace Waler: _lin.) ....! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches ]

_ . Waler-Stained Leaves

Depth to Free Water in Pit; 7 (iny | . Local Soil Survey Data '

: . > . FAC-Neufral Test
Depth to Saturated Soil: ! (in.) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) i;.
R

Remarks: ‘}
i

o ,\A

4 2 VPt v 3

2




SOILS

Map Unit Name =7 . .
e T bt tge 25 % slopee  oranage cass: Well draind
14':4{ {'L—x o cu {_‘ Field Observalions
Taxonomy (Subgroup): -5 ot yed e prac Ve, Confirm Mapped Type? (" Yes) No

Passic” | »-,‘f«,.m‘r_‘-'-' ' A—f‘@ tvdoll's

Depth . Malrix Color Mottle Calors Moltle Abundance/ Texrure, Cancrelions,

{inches)  Horizon __ (Munsell Moist) {Munsell Moist) Size/Conlrast Struclure, elc.

o-18 A 10N#/3r N . —

Hydric Soil Indicators:

™ _ Histosol ___ Concrelions
___ Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Sulfidic Odor ___ Organic Sireaking in Sandy Soils
—__ Aquic Moisiure Regime ___ Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Condilions .. Listed on National Hydric Soils List
__._ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors _— Other {Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

MO (hll cudpr—

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes Circle) (Circle)
Waetland Hydralogy Present? Yes
Hydric Sails Present? Yes Ne Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetiand? Y&s( No )
Remarks:

Tooce il A4 2 £ _WJ on
%t’a@tl‘w‘wiq"@ oo (0 LiW}r’ (273

Approved by HQUSACE 3/82
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: _Fudo re Goeen — Brilsc i nid+ B 1 Date: 27 ,4,,,1, [
Applicant/Ownrer: County: o
Investigator: Y2 . Pice(lon State: ___} Ld
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? es) No Community ID: gvess</ vo hd s ol g
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? S Transect ID: i
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: 5

(If needed, explain on reverse.)

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Specles Stratum dicator Dominant Plant Spedes Stratum Indicalor
1_Feshoc— vy ndivacgac EAIA| o EE—
2 Sedavic  teloew AW | o
3 Neve XA olf ignatn t« _&Q&y i,
4 JE&M:&_ 12,
5. 13.
6 14,
7. 15.
8. 16. _
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC
{excluding FAC). Ohb |
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
_.__ Recorded Data (Describa in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology ndicalors:
—__ Slream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary ndicators:
___ Aerial Photographs ___ lnundated
—.. Other __._ Saturated in Upper 12 inches
___ No Recorded Data Available . __.. Water Marks
___ Drilt Lines
.. Sediment Deposits
Field Obsarvations: . ... Drainage Patlems in Wellands
L Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: — _{in) ... Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
7 { .. Water-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Waler in Pit; 8 __(in) .. Local Soil Survey Dala
' <, ... FAC-Neutral Test
Deph to Saturated Soil: 71 g__(;n,} . Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
No ol codor
- B2
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SOILS

](“Slﬁltla‘:‘t;r:?g:ase) Tama S’l-[l» }W 2- 5?” Slopa, Drainage Ciass: _W¢l |

Field Observali -
Taxonomy (Subgroup): ‘Q ne =5 l‘1“-*1 oxed 5 Uperackivi cl:nrm Mappelt;)?l'ipe?
e "'T'-:Dw v F'\-m\uclvll‘s

Profile D iplicn:
Depth Matrix Calor Mottle Colors Moaltle Abundance/ Texdure, Cancrelions,
(inches)  Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Size/Contrasl e elc.

e A— 1085 .

Hydnc: Soil Indicators:
__ Hslosol _._ Concrelions
. Histic Epipedon _ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
—__ Sulfidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
. Aquic Maislure Regime —— Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Conditions __.. Listed on Nalional Hydric Soils List
__. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
N -
NO l weli w—’fw—
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophylic Vegetation Present? Yes Circle} (Circle)
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes ks this Sampling Poinl Within a Welland?  Yes @
Remarks:

%Vc( dwsele @\L O%V‘ %m (50&%‘\ tc.n w
NN fae 0 Y (33

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Is the area a potential Problem Area?
(If needed, explain on reverse.)

Project/Site: Foture Gew Beil sl Ecl Date: 2 A@t\ \ \_]
Applicant/Owner: i County: _NA geron
Investigator: ?7 Sivel e State: _ \v_

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? No Community 1D: 5V"~5_5£I_

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes @ Transect ID:
)

Yes o Plot ID;

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Indicalor Dominan Statum___ lndicator

1_Eestuce Nmmme' h ="

2 TovoXacwwm  obficiancle. W FACL 10,

3. Sedoavier &bw I Facut |

4 lemivn amelewicoyle b N/, 12,
5.

13,
B. 14,
i 15,
8. 16. .

Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC

_(exciuding FAC),

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

__ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge
___ Aerial Photographs
.. Other

__ No Recorded Data Available

Wetland Hydrology Indicalors:
Primary indicators:
___ lnundated
. Saturated in Upper 12 inches
. Waler Marks
___ Dl Lines

___ Sediment Deposils

Field Obsarvations: ... Drainage Patlems in Wetlands
o Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: T {in.) sl Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
t gI . Waler-Slained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit; 7 (in) _._ Local Soi Survey Data
' g ... FAC-Nautral Test
Depth {o Saturated Soil; ‘ (in.) . Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
1 =
Ne  wditadons
B2
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SOILS

wpuitars  Zlehack gilt lsam , 5% 5(0pes, 42408l i dysind

v . \ . Field Observation

Taxonomy (Subgroup): Fine-s. u"f v, su Q@\’ﬂ—C'F'Wb Confirm Mapped Tg’ype?
mesie Typiz 'Fyaivdol(ls

T =

Depth Matrix Color Moitle Colors Motlie Abundance/ Texure, Concrelions,

{inches)  Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Size/Canirast r fc.

Ol% A 10¥H3/[2 _ Nfg . —

Hydric Soil Indicalors:
¥ Hstosol ___ Concrelions
____ Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Sails
___ Sulfidic Odor ___ Drganic Streaking in Sandy Soils
__ Aguic Moislure Regime ___Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Conditions ___ Listed on Mational Hydric Soils List
___ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors —— Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

No  indictor

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophyiic Vegetation Present? Yes (Circle) (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes }
Hydric Soils Present? Yes _ Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?  Yes I:J’lyf
Remarks:

|5¢ QO¢ Covher on  Beil sclamold EA
7-W e (o fod 23

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

projectsite: Peil sehmidy  Rol  ~ Evrne e

Date: _Z°1 /%‘gn( 1

Applicant/Owner:

Z, Rinella

Investigator:

County: _%5‘1___
State: |

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? é;@ No Community 1D: @ R3S
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es (@ Transect ID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: 5
(If needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Specles Statum__ Indicator Dominant Plant Speci Stralum___ indicalor
1 aaa-_i:_ A+ |
oo Y FACIA | 1.
3__Setonar Lebag h %{r 11,
4 ) i 12,
5 - ; EAC— | 1a.
6 14,
T 15.
8 16.

Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC
(excluding FAC-).

0%

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

___Recorded Dalta (Describe in Remarks):
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge

Wetland Hydrology indicalors:
Primary ndicalors:

B2

___ Perial Photographs ___ Inundated
_.._ Other _._ Saturated in Upper 12 inches
___ No Recorded Data Available .. Wager Marks
) ___Drilt Lines
... Sediment Deposits
Field Observations: ... Drainage Pattems in Wetlands
— Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: — _fin) .t Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
/ ... Waler-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: _z_ in.) _.... Local Soil Survey Dala
. ... EAC-Neutral Test
Depth to Saturated Soil; ‘ {in.} ... Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
Appendix B Blank and Example Dala Foms
Appendix D
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SOILS

?ﬂsa;el? I:tart? g:ase) ’m SI-LF‘ )Om y) Z'WSZ $£°% Drainage Class: well dVﬂ;‘_“‘ﬂl

Field Ob: li
Tasonomy (Subgroup): ’g "\{"“5Il+\. MIYCG"P SD‘W&G:[’)UQ Confirm xr;:e:?r?pe? @I‘iﬁ
A Ric. Mawdolh

Depth ' Malrix Color Mottle Calors Mollle Abundance/  Texure, Concrelions,

Horizon {Munsell Maist) {Munsell Moisi) SizefConlrasl -Slructure, eig
o9 A loYe/zf _

Hydric Sail Indicatars:

___ Histosol ___ Concretions
____. Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Suifidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
__ Aguic Moislure Regime ___ Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Conditions ___ Listed on Nalional Hydric Soils List
.. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ___ Other (Esxplain in Remarks)
Remarks:

o iholicasAor™

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes Circle) {Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes |

Hydric Soils Present? Yes i ks this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?  Yes @
Remarks:

Cecovd_ ‘?LO’ (ower Oun 6&‘15;..%:4—}—1@‘{
7N Lo (P Koy (23

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

ProjectSte:_Fibvye ©pme — [2eilsclhmn'icdt BA | pate: 31 Lol 1
Applicant/Owner: _ County: __ 2%z ey
investigator: __ &, [Linefla_ .| State: [’
- " ]
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? @ No Community ID; §r2ss  rodptwe |
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes o) Transect ID:  __ |
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Piot ID: _ .
(If needed, explain on reverse.) :
e
VEGETATION )
Dominant Plant Species Stratum !n%-ﬁ.lgr__ Dominant PlantSpeces  Ststum  Indicator 4
1_Fetvca _owvondipoctae _(n gut | o :
2 Bor bovez NuUlGars b EAC 10. :
3_Lorhivm vnltZove. b _Phctd— | n. s
4 'Ti-m.la.sig! cn.rﬂnge |2 N | 12. E
5. 13, -
6. 14. E
7. 185, &:
8. 18. _ £
!
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC . :'
(Z;dudhg FAC-). Q 57;) E
.
Remarks: ti‘
%
HYDROLOGY %
__ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
___ Slream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators: it
___ Aarial Photographs ___ lnundated ' =
_._ Other _.. Salurated in Upper 12 nches &
__ No Recorded Data Available . __ Waler Marks v
__ Drilt Lines o
.. Sediment Deposils ‘
Field Obsarvations: __... Drainage Patlems in Wellands
. Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: (i) _..! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
. Waler-Stained Leavas
Depth to Free Water in Pit: 7218 i - Local Sol Survey Dala
. ... FAC-Neutral Test
Depth fo Saturated Soil; Z \ {in.) .. Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
no A’\ Oﬂt‘ca.qcafj
- B2 Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms
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SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phasa]:/i;‘m' S h [D”‘"‘ F Z-S’Z, Sf“ P,

Drainage Class: _IM ¢ [ [ dy&_"}\“fi

Tamnomy (Subgroup): ‘5;#‘2*5

eed]

Sy perac I we

i Field Observations

Confirm Mapped Type? 4@ No

—— Aquic Moislure Regime
___ Reduding Conditions
—— Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

posle Yo H’d‘ﬂ tvdo [z
3|
Depth Malrix Calor Mattle Calors Motlle Abundance/ Tedure, Concrelions,
(inches)  Horizon {Munsell Maist) | Moi Size/Conlrast Structure, elc.
1S B IoyR/fe :

Hydric Soil Indicators:

" Histosol ___ Concrelions

—_ Histic Epipedon __ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

—— Sulfidic Odor . Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

—— Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
. Listed on National Hydric Soils List
— Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

No

l l/»dtﬁtéﬁ\f{'aw}

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrnphytc Vegelation Present? Yes (Circle) (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Hydric Soils Present? Yes ks this Sampling Point Within a Welland?  Yes Q
Remarks:

W Thuck pull o8 e Reilcchonds P4
799 L CAH‘U\{ (23

Appendix B Blank and Example Dala Forms

Appendix D
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: __Yuture Oepn  — i?)&flt;of/\m:dfﬁﬂk

Applicant/Owner: _ .

Date: _ 21 é\gﬂl ¥

Investigator: 5 Kwadla

County: __ M gﬁE At
State: [ {4

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

@ o

Community 1D: 5

-
S}

BT
YA

Depth of Surface Waler:

Depth to Free Water in Pit; {in.)

Depth o Saturated Soil: (in.)

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes Transect ID:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: =z
(If needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
DominantPlantSpecles ~ Staum__ kdicalor Dominant Plant Spedies Statum__ Indicator
1_Ftatua  ovondeseaar n = FALUE] 3.
2_Cirgium vulgare h_ _FAUA— | 10
3_Towasxocum  06cipdle L Thed | 1.
4, 12,
5 13.
] 14,
7 15.
8 16. _
Percent of Dominanl Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC OD?‘
{excluding FAC-).
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

_—_ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology ndicators:

. Slream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicators:

__ Aerial Photographs ___ bhundated

.. Other __._ Saturatad in Upper 12 inches
__ No Recorded Data Available _-.. Water Marks

___ Drft Lines
... Sediment Deposils

Field Observalions: . ... Drainage Patlems in Wellands

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
.. Water-Stained Leaves
_._ Local Sofl Survey Data
- FAC-Neutral Test
.. Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

no

Enc‘l ccoAor

B2
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SOILS

. . ) }
?l;epfitl:gr?: rgﬁase].'—‘prvuk St h’ 6""""—; 2”5?0 2 !’OM Drainage Class: C” dm‘_‘-.ﬂe&
N N Field Observations

T Su . IHQ.-"S'“—V  mied Sup&maﬂ"l\f-ﬁ Confirm Mapped Type?
axonomy (Subgroup} e T e TP Aarodia 113 Irm Mapped Type e. No
1 =

Depth Matrix Color Moltle Colors Motlie Abundance/ Texure, Concrelions,

(inches) Harizon {Munsell Moist]  {Munsell Moist) Size/Contrasi ructur :

OA% _A 78tefe) _ Nfa

Hydric Soil Indicatars:

:_ Hislosol ___ Concrelions

__ Hislic Epipedon ___ High Organic Conltent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

___ Suliidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

. Agquic Maislure Regime ___ Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List

__. Reducing Conditions ___ Lisled on National Hydric Sails List

~.... Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors _— Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

NN (9.
n ([ Qlica
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? Yes {Circle) (Circle)
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes s this Sampling Point Wilhin a Welland?  Yes @
Remarks:

g C[O‘r e aan &,@f{j A ﬁin" Qf’(
T fom (pudy (7

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

projectsite:_ Fuluie (e — Boeilschmidt A pate: 27 Apail ;

Applicant/Owner:_, County: __¥1s g

Investigator: T‘;r K-th.bu 4. State: {e

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Community 1D: @_55

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es Transect ID: i

Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot 1D: -4 ?
(If needed, explain on reverse.) :

VEGETATION . ;
Dominant Plant Spedes Stalum __ ndicator __ Dominant Plant Spedies Stratum__ Indicator %
1. Qry a n_ Fheu# 8. /
2, 10. i
3. i1.

4, i2.
5 13.
6. 14,
7. 15.
B, 16. J—
Percent of Dominant Spectes that are OBL, FACW or FAC (77 ;. I
. {excluding FAC-). . N L
Remarks: -‘1'.;
L,,\
¥
T3
i
HYDROLOGY {Q:
fois
_’_Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 15
__ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary hdicators: j
___ Aerial Photographs ___ Inundated %
_._ Other ... Salurated in Upper 12 Inches ';':
___ No Recorded Data Available . .. Water Marks (i
___ Dt Lines i
- Sediment Deposils iy
Field Observations: .. Drainage Patterns in Wellands e
o Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required): {’a:_
Depth of Surface Water: - _{in) ! Oxidized Root Chanrnels in Upper 12 Inches 1
7 [ ... Waler-Slained Leaves i 38
Depth to Free Water in Pit: . (in.) _' . Local Soil Survey Data . :{;:
' . 7 { . FAC-Neutral Test - ::fi
Depth lo Saturated Soil: (in) .. Other (Expiain in Remarks) i
%
v
Remarks: vl
Ir q N Ei_".‘
N A ;
O [pnelicadfV g
B2 Appendix B Blank and Example Dala Forms FE
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SOILS

:g::;:? i;nN:{Fﬁase}: ‘—I’O*W\ﬁ— S I'*‘ [w Z-5 ?" ) (QW Drainage Class: _{AJC [l drde“ice

frne = ["‘1 . 401 { ry Field Observations
Taxonomy (Subgroup): 1, Nt X Supéyac v Confirm Mapped Type 0
TAZ S "Fu?tl. ! Bvoivcio [s P
I = ’
Proflie Description:
Depth Malrix Color Moltie Colors Moaltle Abundancef Texure, Coneretions,
(inches) ~ Horigon  (Munsell Moisth  (Munsell Moist]  SizefConlrast ! .
A R 1 i —

Hydric Soil Indicators:

" Hslosol ___ Concrelions
___ Histic Epipedon ___. High Organic Conlenl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Sulfidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
___ Aguic Moislure Regime —__ Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Conditions __. Listed on National Hydric Soils List
. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors —— Other {Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

Mo { V\OLQ@J{D:/

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydmphybc Vegetation Present? Yes No (Circle) (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Mo
Hydric Soils Present? Yes Mo Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No
Remarks:

R P =¥
-0 (o i—@uﬂ 53

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Foum  [ZA

Project/Site: Frvrioo - Date: 7 Amnl 174

Applicant/Ownrer:

Investigator: _ & I medda

County: Morcfu*a
State: -

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Community 1D: ¢ rass VD S‘AWY

@No

Is the site significantly disturbed {Atypical Situation)? Transect I1D: !
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot 1D:
(If needed, explain on reverse.) .
VEGETATION
Dominant Planl Species Stratum ) Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicalor
t_Fertuen. ovvnd ivacze. I &!& 8
2. Bumex crispvs h_ _€AcA+ 10.
3. Tovay sovm  dHcirale- L FHCU 11,
4_Sedeivas Loper: h_ Pt | 12
5. 13.
6 14,
7 15,
;] 16. —
Percenl of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
(excluding FAC-). Q l;%
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
__ Slream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary Indicalors:
Aerial Photographs ___ lnundated
_._ Other _._ Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
___ No Recorded Data Available ___. Water Marks
___ D Lines
__._ Sediment Deposits
Field Observations: .. Drainage Patlems in Wellands
— Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: {in.) ..!. Oxidized Rool Channels in Upper 12 Inches
7 (< __. Waler-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: (in.) _ Local Soil Survey Dala
: . 7 7 ___ FAC-Neutral Test
Depth 1o Saturated Soil: [g (in.) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
' Ny iad cators

. B2
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SOILS

Map Unil Name s - . f f
(Series and Phase}:‘r\?a\f@h 51 {+ i c‘i’ .y -2 % S l °{j° Drainage Class: _SOme U/ bhat __pow f'-j ff rentimeCs
| =+ " . Field Observalions
Taxonomy (Subgroup): g\"‘- L 6’“'@{’ . C-"r mésic AT?L)[ < Confirm Mapped Type? @ No
J Mraudotic /
wd

Depth Malrix Color Mottle Calors Mottle Abundance/ Texiure, Concrelions, 1
(inches)  Horizon {Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Size/Conlrasl Struciure, etc. |

O-lb A gzl Na . _—
[b-22 _ B _10NP/4s e

Hydric Soil Indicalors:

1___, Histosol ___ Concrelions
___ Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
——_ Sulfidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
___ Aguic Moislure Regime —.— Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
.. Reducing Conditions ___ Lisled on Nalional Hydric Soils List
. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

N ;hd(};a«'ﬁ){f

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes Circle) (Circle)
Woetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes( No?
Remarks:

o (lless rogdz - {,\,,rgh*w)

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: _Fulvre Gen = o aceo ny (2ol Date: 27 April U/
Applicant/Owner: . County: __ N lovecim
Investigator: __ B Kinefle State: _ ti_ Y
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? Yes No Community 1D: &@
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes No Transect 1D:
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes No Plot ID: __ 10
(if needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
DominantPlantSpecles __ Statum _ indicalor DominantPlantSpedes  Slatum __ Indicator
1_Lawmivm amplosacarie h NT 9,
2_Tholasgia  Orvenge : M 10.
3__alkenome  Ast€rbeenc 11
4. 12,
5. 13.
6. 14.
T 15.
B. 16. S
Percant of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC C‘n
(excluding FAC-). )
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
_' Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicalors:
___ Stream), Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators:
___ Aerial Pholographs ___ lnundated
_. Other .. Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
___ No Recorded Data Available . _-.. Water Marks
___ DriltLines
____ Sediment Deposits
Figld Observations: ___. Drainage Patlems in Wellands
— Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: _ {in.) ! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
. Waler-Stained Leaves
Depth lo Free Water in Pit: 7 [ S (in.) - Local Soil Survey Dala
. X . FAC-Neutral Test
Depth fo Saturated Soil ' 2 { { (in) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
No  (nolécafors
B2 Aopendix B Blank and Example Data Forms
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SOILS

Map Unit Name
(Series and Phase): Lﬁm ot ,‘L I,D - S >%e _Sioﬂ‘?ﬂ Drainage Class: W' Al dm“ et/
Field Observations
Taxonomy (Subgroup): S s H"( iy (d_ fﬁ%i\\_% Confirm Mapped Type? No
sEie T Y o a2l

Depth Malrix Color Mottie Colors Maoltle Abundance/ Texure, Concretions,
{inches)  Horizon {Munsell Maist) (Munsell Moist) Sizge/Conlrast ructur
r-“@--' ,P( [0 VE/z]« .
Hydric Soil Indicalors:

:__ Histosol ___ Concrelions

. Histic Epipedan — . High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

—— Suifidic Odor —— Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

___ Aguic Moislure Regime _—. Lisled on Local Hydric Solls List

—— Reducing Conditions —_ Listed on National Hydric Soils List

——. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors — Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

v e
no  inolieators
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes (Circle) {Circle)
Welland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Sois Present? Yes is this Sampling Point Within a Welland? Yes@
Remarks:

Q\N rLeen=

Voeoh  greken gy g

N

C?‘Wbﬁ.ﬁ
Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms B3
D-176

Appendix D




DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: ﬁat'h" ¢ ben

- e Areess

Date: .27 April ]

Applicant/Owner:

[2 Binella

Investigator:

COUﬁty: f% /flvﬂ‘ﬂ%u« '
State: /LI

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

'No

Community I1D: _Gve.< 584!

7 Fne.

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes @ Transect ID: i
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes )0 Plot ID: /7
(If needed, explain on reverse.) :
VEGETATION
Dominant Plan! Species Strajum __ Indicalor Dominant Plant Spedies Stratum _ Indicatar
1. LPlaelavis Qv Geeon b _FACUM | g
2 Fesdurn Gvopfivacee I FACUE | 10,
3. Setavia  frloer N FAC U+ | 11,
4 Chrsiom yuilaave. h Al |12
5. (onjiupn Mdc.u ;@:‘lewi J“-.‘ G?GHC(A.) 13.
6. . 14,
7. 15.
8. 16. _
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC
(excluding FAC-). Lfmt’)
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
___Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicalors:
___Siream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators:
___ Perial Phatographs ___ lnundated
_-_ Other __._ Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
___ No Recorded Data Available _... Waler Marks
___ Dt Lines
____ Sediment Deposils
Field Observations: ... Drainage Patlems in Wellands
o Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: —_— e _in) _.! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
... Water-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: 7 { 8 (in.) .. Local Soil Survey Dala
: o . FAC-Neural Test
Depth to Saturated Soil; A1 i) . Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: )
e . rpr ; A
. PR A Y il
¢ \,»\,,{ (/1\ {‘C_.f{/)
B2 Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms
Appendix D -
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SOILS

?gg&grﬁmm} /dmwa ‘Si” ‘n{’ 5’/0% q QW Drainage Class: Wf-“ d{/?dﬂ&;ﬁ

Field Observalions
Taxonomy (Subgroup): 'QV"(, < by natied ‘5"'-08/{‘ actis ‘fc"‘ Confirm Mapped Type?  Yes) No
I\ il ‘f};;_\r"/ lHrzn ;'r},lrg}f.e: .

Profile Description:
Depth Matrix Celor Mottle Colors Motlle Abundance! Texure, Cancrelions,
(inches) Horizon _ {Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Size/Conlrast Slructu

Y A T -

Hydric Soil indicalors:

. Hislosol ___ Concrelions
___ Histic Epipedon _ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Sulfidic Odor __ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
. Aguic Moislure Regime . Listed on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Condilions ___ Listed on National Hydric Soils List
_-.. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors . Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

N 1hole cafr s

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes (Circle) (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes ks this Sampling Paint Within a Welland? ~ Yes @
Remarks:

?a.m OletSS (0&0( M-&M%‘;Law ’\5

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: Fulure bawm - Bl %6 bt b Date: & ’4&‘1“%‘? Y
Applicant/Owner: County: _ Mpvlav
Investigator: 2, inelila State: _ | tinlee
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? es >No Community ID: _ /T8
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Yes d@) Transect ID: 2
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes @ Plot 1D: 1/
(if needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
Dominant PlantSpecles ~ Stralum__ Indicalor__ Dominant Plant i Stratum___ indicalor
1 lamium ompleasi Cauls g 3
yThelesei _Avyeuse a1 Seap,
s Stellaric  wadia J2a v 11,
4, Cc»\"?%““ burg a- 1,“315‘3*3’"'.5 _FAt~ |
5. Cow.l: 2o _comaciln$6% Enc- | .
6. 14, .
7. 15,
8 16. —

Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
(exciuding FAC-).

>

s Zimorily  Allbd 24

HYDROLOGY

___Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
—— Slream, Laks, or Tide Gauge
___ Aarial Photographs
_... Other

__ No Recorded Data Available

Field Observations:
Depth of Surface Waler: .__L{/.;n’_,__liﬂ-)
’t
Depth o Free Water in Pit: _>_l_g___(iﬂ-)

Depth lo Saturated Soil:

> 18"

Wetlland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators:
___ khundated
_____ Saluratad in Upper 12 Inches
o Wa;er Marks
___ DnH Lines
... Sediment Deposils
- .. Drainage Patlerns in Wellands
Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
_." Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
... Waler-Slained Leaves
.. Local Soil Survey Data
_____ _ FAC-Neutral Test
. Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

N 2

Todicatby g

B2
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&

SOILS

Appendix D

Map Uit Name VA 2-5% ) d N2
(Series and Phase): ia S'\‘{' E’mh' 6i Pd'd Drainage Class: UJ(',' l [hﬂfﬂ
Field Cbservations |
spy; ot = 5\ Wy | mxetf Svpevae W Conim Mapped Type? {é/ No
I ‘T‘u f.?(:"f- vaﬂ. W= CAA
Moltle Caolors ~ / Moltle Abundance/ Texure, Cancrelions,
(Munsell Moist) Size/Conlrasi c A i
\oy®@/3 /2 N~ -
Fi ¥
ID“LI/‘Z'IZ' ZrGY&! z.g{/j 517, \[U%QM
[ N
Hydric Soil Indicalors:
T Hslosol - i ___ Concrelions e »
—— Histic Epipadon _ High Organic Conlenl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Suifidic Odor — DOrganic Streaking in Sandy Soils
__ Aquic Molslure Regime @ . Lisled on'Local Hydric-Sails List “
— Reducing Conditions £ ; _Lisled on hhhor;al Hydric Soils List " i
__ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors i __Other (Explain in Remarks) & - "
3 o ! b o e 3 H - mle
Renﬁrks: : - ! . . )
£ 28 '
! ‘ " ,;f- b
3 R :
: : . =y
4 -
o v 4 |
WETLAND DETERMINATION © AT §
Hydrophyic Vegetation Present? Yes (o} (Gircle) 2 L R
Walland Hydrology Present? Yes® a O 3 oo
Hydnc Souls Presml?ﬁ& Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland?  Yes @ v
: : I +
5 =
Remarks: n 3 s . ¥ : : e
8{4(5(/&»%‘9{, C,Mmc,-l—c,ﬂ‘t u}f‘» PM
: g:f“ h L ( * : Iy
Appraved by HQUSACE 3/92
4
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Proiecthiie: Fluen - &f (sclrn il

Date: Z7Apn'l {f

Applicant/Owrer:

County: __Marepans

Investigator:

State: __ L~

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

No Community |D: ‘A‘f‘)
Yes (N0

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? Transect 1ID:  ___ &
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Z_rc_sgp Plot 1D: {
(If needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
Dominant PlantSpecles _____ Statum _ Indicaloc Dominant PlantSpeces _ Sltatum  Indicator
§_Lamivm  amplideade h wJI 9,
2. ThalaSp\ arvense =] 10.
3. Sieliona. meadioo | ';‘ﬂ—c.o 1.
4 Conuzoe Comadensis b EAC— |12
5, v 13.
6 14,
7. 15.
8. 16. _
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC D
- (excluding FAC-). . ... .. L
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

___Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology ndicators:

___ Siream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators:

___ Perial Photographs ___ lnundated

_-_ Other __._ Salurated in Upper 12 nches
___ No Recorded Data Available __. Water Marks

~ ___Drift Lines
___ Sediment Deposits
Field Observations: . [ [— Drainage Pattems in Wellands
=— Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Water: (in.) .". Oxidized Rool Channels in Upper 12 Inches

2'&
‘_)_[_Eina

Depth fo Free Water in Pit:

Depth o Saturated Soil:

____Waler-Stained Leaves

_'__ Local Soil Survey Dala

. FAC-Neufral Test

. Dther (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

o (nolicators

B2 ¢
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SOILS

?‘Sieiefgrﬁr[measa;:ﬂw 5\“‘ J%\ I 5407, Slopes, Drainage Class: _Mi'h‘“/

Field Observalions

Taxonomy (Subgroup): Confirm Mapped Type? ¥es) No
—

Depth Matrix Colar Mottle Colors Mollle Abundance/ Texure, Concrelions,

(inches)  Horizon {Munsell Maist) {Munsell Moist) Size/Canlrast uctur 1

D+ K ) ‘i?;/é/z —

Hydric Soil Indicators:

i_ Hslosol — Concrelions
___ Histic Epipedon —_ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soiis
___ Sulfidic Odar —— Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
—— Aquic Moislure Regime ___ Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
—__ Reducing Conditions — Listed on National Hydric Soils List
. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors — Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

Lo ?VL& L\Lc.l...‘bq' S

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophylic Vegetation Present? Yes (Circle) ' (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland?  Yes ‘@
Remarks:

T ranseedt 2

Appraved by HQUSACE 3/92
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B2

S b Eac o i i S s e

DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)
Project/Site: Eu L \5“\ sdnpnidd- Date: 27 Jcpﬂ- |} [ ;
Applicant/Owner: County: _Mbree. '
Investigator: B BEoeell, State: ¥ Llieo s
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? @ No Community 1D: _7J¢ 3
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es @ Transect 1D;
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes .Ip Plot 1D: N i
(If needed, explain on reverse.) ) d
VEGETATION
Dogoant PentSpeces . Simbm_ bl | Dorinent Plant Soeces Stratum __ Indicator j
1. Sedaieit VL CALY Q. ¢
2 FesdV¢a. avuundinawae ALY | o
3 Connalo s sasive. Fit.. 1"
4. Coniym  tmazk {u)wfﬂ'\ Facut | (o
5. Eringadin Coheclems's cRC™ |,
Pl
6 14,
7. 15. .
8. 16. .
Percent of Dominant that are OBL, FACW or FAC
=t A 407
Remarks:
:-‘
',;51
b
HYDROLOGY ;
___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology hdicators: E:.
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicalors: f‘:‘.
___ Aerial Photographs ___ lundated L"»
__.. Other __... Salurated in Upper 12 inches 3
___NoRecorded Data Available . . Waler Marks t
__Drit Lines L
.. Sediment Deposils L:".:
Field Observations: ¥ Drainage Patlemns in Wetlands ,—
e Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required): i
Depth of Surface Water: (in.) ..!. Oxidized Rool Channels in Upper 12 Inches i
7 g . .._.Waler-Stained Leaves !
Depth to Free Waler in Pil: (in.) _.'_ _. Local Soil Survey Data i
' . 7 { .__ FAC-Neutral Test E,‘
Depth o Saturated Soil: g (in) .. Other (Explain in Remarks) i
Remarks: ) ~ N i
“This [ Aa. | e s ?‘Mﬂ&h 7 Oi"“"'"““‘ﬁ"““? E
Epr A ove el : P
Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms F“*
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SOILS

giﬁ"ggxgﬁawll !a ¢ ';'l&. ld“ 2-5% ¢ f“\"“-:: Drainage Class: _¥A 0 Mﬂtﬁp t}
] " Field Observali @ ‘
Taxonomy (Subgroup):g‘“‘ -~ & {"“‘-} P ‘K“(‘. Sv Mﬁ‘w’é".% Confirm L?ég:eﬂzpe? Yes

CTARAM R Laplie
13
Depth Malrix Color Mattle Colors Mottle Abundance/ Texure, Cancrelions,
(inches) Horizon {Munsell Moist) {Munsell Moist) Size/Conlrast ru 3
' /
o-18 z.s;/ﬁfg SHJSJE - 20 B
Hydric Soil Indicators:
'u_'_,, Hslosol ___ Concretions
. Histic Epipedon . High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Sails
. Sulfidic Odor _—_ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
—— Aguic Moislure Regime - Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
—— Reducing Conditions . Listed on Mational Hydric Soils List
——... Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors o Dlhe?(Explafn in Remarks)

Remarks:

A horizon possibly opdeol . Bave soif

?

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophylic Vegetation Present? (Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Hydric Soils Present? ks this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?  Yes @
Remarks:

b&(‘ (S&&Mo@f (%‘\_MM’{“(/;%E-G\;?LM P%d\

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

I P :
Project/Site: Fotove Lo - e | sl i b Date: =7 QWIT { {
Applicant/Owner: Courty: _#Leve 8.,
investigator: __ ¥y + \Ctweltle State: _ | Ll Te
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? @ No Community ID: 511'_"?_‘;_"" S19 |
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es. Transect1D: X i
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Piot 1D: x ‘
(If needed, explain on reverse.) :
i
VEGETATION ¥
Dominant Plant Species Stmum  lodicator . | Dominant Plant Specs St giater
1.Gleck Loy o ¢ e nxlp% (=Y. 9 S fus\tn Ftﬂt i :
2_Meovue théh_ von. EAC~ |0 _lrhce. Aioita Fhct -
3. 11. é
4 12. !
s Eesduca SVMETa o tend CRELM | :
6. 2a) luna  CondlWAN e elmew | g %
7.Lon e vastw Yathue E i | (o ¢
g O\ ¥ S\ umtﬁaw& FREY=1 o - :
i
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC )
(éﬁﬂuﬁig FAc:aj. coss e are o ) '5 g?a _ ':_@_s_
Remarks: E::\
rﬁ
i
HYDROLOGY ‘_;;
___ Recorded Data (Describa in Remarks): Woelland Hydrology indicators: :'i
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators; ’ﬁ
___ Aerial Pholographs . Inandated &
__.. Other __... Saturated in Upper 12 nches :.”;5
___No Recorded Data Available . .. Waler Marks kﬁ'
___DrMLines _}1-"‘.
.. Sediment Deposils '
Field Observations: _.. Drainage Pattems in Wetlands |1
. ‘ Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required): i
Depth of Surface Waler; (i) ! Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 inches k'
¢ ... Waler-Stained Leaves it
Depth to Free Waler in Pit: __Z { g ! (in.) _..... Local Soil Survey Data
. i ... FAC-Neutral Test i
Depth 1o Saturated Soil: 7 [ ii (in.) ... Other (Explain in Remarks) .'};
3
Remarks: »}
. R 5
No Indi cafov I
i
B2 Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms
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SOILS

Fa

&igtxgﬁm) ﬂw‘-ﬁ— 5!‘4’ m 27" gd} S!ﬂfﬁ" EQ_?_J:Q“{%;(.&I - ud»;IF

Drainage Class:
Field Observalions
Taxonomy (Subgmupjm 4 o mxw! ' S wgade au,,“k— Confirm Mapped Type? @ No
PACSRE. T T \n{':a.r Adﬁundd[\&
’ ] v
Depth Malrix Calar Mattie Colors Mollle Abundance/ Texlure, Concrelions,
(inches)  Horizon  (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moisl)  Size/Conirast Lru
—,
o-14§" L9 YR 3/a. ~
{

Hydric Sail Indicalars:

:_ Hislosol ___ Concrelions

___ Histic Epipedon — High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

___ Sulfidic Odor —— Organic Streaking in Sandy Sails

—— Aquic Moislure Regime —— Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List

—— Reducing Condilions . Listed on National Hydric Soils List

—— Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors —— Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

nNo  Indtcador
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophylic Vegetation Present?
Woetland Hydrology Present?
Hydric Soils Present?

(Circle)

ks this Sampling Point Within a Welland? ~ Yes @

Remarks:

The owzea 16 hnot F%W—f- ol P%’e’d
Axeo, @\ei JW 4o unna g H@(O
o EVW/'\J%W el

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Projectisite: _FVAure G en

Date: 27 A’Pf"l

H‘Dalj At

County: _ Mo vk aus~

| Applicant/Owner; .
Jlnvesiigator: 2. [@ne lien

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?

Is the area a potential Problem Area?
(If needed, explain on reverse.)

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?

State: 17
s) No -Community ID: _PA5tVre
Yes Transect!D: __ 5
Yes Plot 1D: Y S

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum__ Indicalor Dominan! Plant i Stratum icalor
1 Fe A O walees L =1 9._@}6.& uuiiawu %@Q
FPhelor it arumdcnadda £l | 1o v
aHa— 11.
" ;g e Cfl'ﬁmu‘s et | 2
Cled rule EREN
Axueinty VT2 Cae
15. J—
g A v mmwm_ﬂ_\_ 16. -
Percent of Dominant Specnes that are OBL, FACW or FAC 3 b’
. {excluding FAC-). . . . / ? L{ 3 il
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY

___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks}: Wetland Hydrology Indicatars:

___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary indicators:

___ herial Pholographs ___lnundated

__._ Other .. Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
__ No Recorded Data Available . Waler Marks

__ Drif Lines
_____ Sediment Deposils
Field Observations: _+/ Drainage Patlems in Wetlands
. : Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):.
Depth of Surface Water: LN _A'_ _iny .." Oxidized Rool Channels in Upper 12 Inches
_. Waler-5tained Leaves

21%
>\

Depth to Free Water in Pit:

Deplh lo Saturaled Soil: (in.)

_i... Local Soil Survey Data
___ FAC-Neutral Test
_.__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks: J

This is

K

B2
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Ty

SOILS

?gg;::gé??ﬁase}; ‘Ta‘Mﬂ. tj"l “ l Dml Siw‘ S‘}HM Drainage Class: lwe“ ' %'MG@ -

K . . ! .. Field Observations )
Taxonomy (Subgroup): ‘s;:ﬁ g?iiﬂ_;_g;_‘_&“‘ , S ?’?;ﬁﬁ‘ﬂiﬁ d T Confirm Mapped Type? {Yes/ Na
@ TR ¥ CREEN
2 vE reha
Depth Malrix Color Moattle Colors Moltle Abundance/ Texure, Concrelions,
(inches) Harizon {Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) SizefConirast ructur, :

Hydric Soil Indicatars:

' ___ Hislosol ___ Concretions
— Histic Epipedon —_ High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
—— Suffidic Odor . —— Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
—— Aquic Moisiure Regime L —— Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
—— Reducing Conditions F — Lisled on National Hydric Soils List
. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors —— Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

~o  jachiceton

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Circle) i (Circle)
Welland Hydrology Present? o
Hydric Sails Present? @ Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland?  Yes

Remarks:

-

#GD @J;}\aﬁ é_ C/O\ - P %»14\;[- -gf.m”-("i.ﬁw {35\.&6

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Projectisite: EUtwe (4n o Hoac)la v

Date: 27 Apal (]

Applicant/Owner: =

Cournty: __ fiovacm

Investigator: B it f a

State: (LY

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?
Is the area a potential Problem Area?

(If needed, explain on reverse.)

Community 1D: _f_ﬁ hirt
Transect I1D: 7z

Plot ID: N

Yes

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum__ Indicalor Dominant Plant Speces Stratum _ Indicatar
1 v ) T 'EAL =+ g :
2. T Al z‘\ ?;! o 10.
3_festuca acu £ /)4 | 1.
4, £ \ i SJ I 12,
5, y [ L£LacV | s
6 14.
7. 15.
8 16. —_

Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC

({exciuding FAC-).

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks):
___ Siream, Lake, or Tide Gauge
____ Asrial Photographs
_._Other

___ No Recorded Data Available

Field Observalions:

Depth of Surface Waler: {in.)

7B

Wetland Hydrology ndicalors:
Primary indicalors:
—__ lnundated
. Salurated in Upper 12 inches
- Waler Marks
___ Drf Lines
—_ Sediment Deposilts
... Drainage Patterns in Wellands
Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
. Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
.. Waler-Stained Leaves

Depth lo Free Water in Pit: _ ... Local Soil Survey Data
) . Z : S! - FAC-Neutral Test
Depth to Saturated Soil: (in.) ... Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

No  jndlicato~

B2
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SOILS
?‘Saeeiel.?i;:dhmse) lama < {’" /01“" 5;}0? S{ﬂ{.‘ﬂw Drainage Class: U\J‘éfzr

S;\ ' Field Observalions
Taxonomy (Subgroup): "“""5'\ 'Lw muced, Semercertice, Confirm Mapped Type? ’ No
oS l-"f“\t?;‘: bralodoils
1 -
Profile Descriplion:
Deplh Malrix Color Mattle Colars Moltle Abundance/ Texiure, Conerelions,
{inches)  Horzon  (Munsell Moist)  (MunseliMoist)  Size/Contrast Struclure, etc.

—(2" A _joNB/3/e _ NA .
[2-19 B 10 ILTE

Hydric Soil Indicalors: ) ‘

___ Histosol __ Concrelions '
. Histic Epipedon . High Organic Conlent in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
__ Sulfidic Odor ___ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
___ Aquic Moisture Regime . Listed on Local Hydric Soils List . ’ N
___ Reducing Conditions ___ Listed on National Hydric Soils List : S ‘
_ Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors ——_ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

No Indis tpy |

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Hydmplwbc Vegelation Present? Yes (Circle) (Circle)
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes

Hydric Soils Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland? YGS@
Remarks:

WJ[M Conane-ctorizetion sl

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92

Apperdix B Biank and Example Data Forms B3 !
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: Phwe Gen - F“{ Oﬁ% land

Applicant/Owne

Investigator: B ‘;t’ a2l (A

Date: Q'7 f‘l' 1!011{ [(
County: !/]flnx;,ar-w
State: =

Do Normal Circumnstances exist on the site?

Is the area a potential Problem Area?
(If needed, explain on reverse.)

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Sltuatn:m)'?

No

{Ye
S
Yes

Community 1D: _F“_L Hve it

Transect 1D:
Plot ID: S

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Slalum __ lndi Dominant Plant Spedies Stratum__ indicator _
1. Q’m"wf avvnd naccae Fi:)c Ut | s
2. stwic Al - 10,
aﬁ..fw \Julqaﬂ'— h_ &S¢0 |,
4,%1««;9. RIS n NI 12,
5. 13.
] 14.
7. 15.
8 16. —
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC O
. (exciuding FAC-). L
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology ndicalors:
___ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Primary irdicators:
___ Aerial Pholographs ___ Inundated
_.__ Dther —.. Saturated in Upper 12 inches
__ No Recorded Data Available -.. Water Marks
__ Dnlt Lines

Field Obsarvations:

Depth of Surface Wate:  __ (in.)

Depth to Free Water in Pit: 7 _L(m )
Depth {o Saturated Soil: ’7 ( g {in.)

. Sediment Deposils

. __.. Drainage Pattemns in Wetlands
Secondary Indicalors {2 or more required):
" Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
.. Waler-Stained Leaves
- .. Local Soil Survey Data

___ FAC-Neutral Test

. B2

_. Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks: N
No  inelicatd
Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms
Appendix D
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SOILS

Map Unit Na -7 .
(Sef'ies Iancl |.!P?'l'-:asejz { C‘W'IQ -l {'\" l 0‘”"‘ S{-’f@% ‘5{9 ﬂe-’ I[Z:)!'a'i;:%g: Clas:: {.{)‘ﬁ‘((
L ] . ield Observation
Taxonomy (Subgroup): “T5#0E -~ #5 | Jay _?_..ﬂ'\.ii(fd SUREAT é-d-'“h““ Confirm Mapped Tirpe? es ) No

paAsde T te T AR T A e TS
- rl -
10N
Depth Malrix Color Mottle Caolors Motlle Abundance/ Texure, Conerelions,
(inches)  Horizon (Munsell Moist)  (Munsell Moist) _ Size/Conlrasi ru

d-ly A sve/3/; .

Hydric Soil indicalors:

‘___ Hslosol - Concretions
__ Histic Epipedon — High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
___ Sulfidic Odor —— Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
—~— Aquic Moislure Regime - Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
___ Reducing Conditions —_ Lisled on Hational Hydric Soils List
__.. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors —— Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:

rlo 1' N 0({'( z;tf"o ‘s

WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes | No_(Circle) (Circle)
Waelland Hydrology Present? Yes ] 3
Hydric Soils Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland?  Yes ‘@
Remarks:

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92

Appendix B Blank and Example Data Forms

Appendix D
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AtracHMeENT C: NWI AcriaL Anp USGS ToroaraprHic MaAPs

FutureGen — Morgan County C Wetland Delineation
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AttacHMmeNT D: Prousect Soits Map anp Hypric Soits oF MorcaN County

FutureGen — Morgan County D Wetland Delineation
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Soil Map—Morgan County, lllinois
(FumreGs?laProjed ite)
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Soil Map—Morgan County, lllinois FutureGen Project Site

Map Unit Legend

Morgan County, lllinois (IL137)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

8E2 Hickory loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes, eroded 1.2 0.2%

36B Tama silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 223.6 33.8%

36C2 Tama siltloam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 103.7 15.7%

43A Ipava silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 206.4 31.2%

68 Sable silty clay loam 30.3 4.6%

119D3 Elco silty clay loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, 2.1 0.3%
severely eroded

257A Clarksdale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 1.8 0.3%

259C2 Assumption silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 4.7 0.7%
eroded

259D2 Assumption silt loam, 10 to 15 percent slopes, 23.8 3.6%
eroded

279B Rozetta silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 4.2 0.6%

279C2 Rozetta silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 0.6 0.1%
eroded

451 Lawson silt loam 0.0 0.0%

567C2 Elkhart silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 60.0 9.1%
eroded

Totals for Area of Interest 662.2 100.0%

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 5/3/2011
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 3
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HYDRIC SOILS LIST
MORGAN AND SCOTT COUNTIES, ILLINOIS: Detailed Soil Map Legend
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MORGAN AND SCOTT COUNTIES, ILLINOIS: Detailed Soil Map Legend
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APPENDIX D3 ADDENDUM

PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND WETLANDS DELINEATION FOR THE
PROPOSED FUTUREGEN DEVELOPMENT (STRATIGRAPHIC WELL)
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INTRODUCTION

This addendum updates an investigation of wetland concerns related to proposed construction of
FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. facilities near Jacksonville, Illinois. Our previous
investigation, dated 25 May 2011, included two possible characterization pad areas (the
Beilschmidt Property and the Hoagland Property), several truck pull-offs and road modifications
on Beilschmidt Road, and widening and extending an existing farm access road. The project
plan was recently modified to accommodate a temporary water line extending from Beilschmidt
Road southward to the Beilschmidt characterization pad.

Project Description

The temporary waterline will begin just outside an existing water meter located south
Beilschmidt Road approximately 3,250 feet west of County Road 123. An existing pipe
has been stubbed out of the meter pit and is extending out of the ground. Above ground,
the temporary waterline will be connected to the stub with a valve and a backflow
preventer. The temporary water line will then extended approximately 3,077 feet
southward on the grass surface immediately east of the agriculture field. Immediately east
of the drilling pad the piping will turn westward into the agricultural field and extend to
the pad where a second valve will be placed.

In areas where the grass strip between the edge of cultivation and the top of the bank of
the drainage ditch is greater than 10 feet a low ground pressure single seat all terrain
vehicle will be used to transport pipe, fittings, and other necessary items. In other areas
all materials will be hand carried. The water line will be either “Lay Flat Hose” or
Schedule 40 PVC pipe. In either case, the pipeline will be staked with bent rebar or
wooden stakes in order to keep the water line in place.

Upon completion of the drilling operations the temporary water line, valves, backflow
preventer and staking will be completely removed from site. No above-ground piping
will remain. The only subsurface disturbance will be at the meter where the section of
piping extending upwards from the pit will be cut off and capped below ground.

FutureGen — Morgan County 1 Wetland Delineation — Addendum 1
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STUDY AREA

Temporary Water Supply to Beilschmidt Characterization Pad

The temporary waterline will extend southward from an existing water meter located on
the south side of Beilschmidt Road to the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad; a distance of
approximately 3,077 feet. Activities related to the placement of this water line will affect
the grass buffer zone immediately east of the agriculture field. The vegetation of this
area is dominated by cool-season grass. Common weeds and trees are present but not
prevalent.
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PURPOSE & PROCEDURE

Pedestrian survey for the area described in this Addendum was completed on 1 June 2011 by
Specialized Ecological Services’ personnel, Robert Rinella and James Lang and Patrick
Engineering's, Jeff Deckard. As recommended by the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) the entire length of the proposed water
supply pipeline was traversed. Sample plots were established at each vegetation community
type. Each community type was characterized using Routine Wetland Determination Data
Forms (Attachment A). Because the ground cover of the area was primarily pasture grass with
common weeds and and because the area's width is limited, it was possible to observe any
variance in vegetation community type while walking the length of the area.

Otherwise, the purpose and procedure of this research are identical to that described in our
original report, dated 25 May 2011.

FutureGen — Morgan County 4 Wetland Delineation — Addendum 1
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RESULTS

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

National Wetland Inventory maps, USGS topographic map, and soils surveys used for
this research are identical to those described in our original report, dated 25 May 2011.

US Fish & Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory Map

No new data.

USGS Topographic Map

No new data.

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Now new data.

Field Survey

Vegetation

The temporary water line area-of-impact supports a grassed buffer zone composed
of cool season grasses and common weeds. Trees are also intermittently present.

Soils

Grassed Buffer Zone

Tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea) is the most common species. All other
species are present with clumped distribution. Other common herbaceous
species include various grasses (Phalaris arundinacea, Setaria spp.) and
broadleaf weeds (Solidago gigantea, Conium maculatum, Cirsium
vulgare, Impatiens capensis, Ambrosia trifida, Thalaspi arvense). Woody
species are present as isolated individuals or in small groupings (2-10
individuals). Common tree species include Maclura pomifera, Morus
rubra and Gleditsia triacanthos.

The soils observed coincide with those soils shown in the soil survey maps. The
native vegetation of the project site would have been tall-grass prairie.

Hydrology

No new data.

Summary of Jurisdictional Areas

No jurisdictional wetlands were observed within the project area.

FutureGen — Morgan County
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DISCUSSION

The impact of proposed FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc project was evaluated for the
presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other U.S. waters during early-June 2011 by Specialized
Ecological Services. This work was conducted using the standards of practice for wetland
delineation. No jurisdictional wetlands were observed in the study area. As proposed, the
actions of this project should not impact wetlands or require wetland fill permits.

Although the non-jurisdictional grassed buffer is typically more than 10 feet wide, it is
approximately 5 feet wide (between the tilled ground and the top of the unnamed tributary
channel) at its thinnest point. Construction activity should be restricted to that smallest width to
protect the integrity of the tributary channel. The grassed buffer is not jurisdictional wetland and
its vegetation is not sensitive; however, this area does act as an important barrier, protecting the
waterway. Construction impacts should be minimized. Materials could be hand delivered or
delivered on a low ground pressure single seat all-terrain vehicle without adversely impacting the
vegetation in this area.
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ATTACHMENT A: WETLAND DATA FORMS
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DATA FORM

ROUTINE WETLAND

DETERMINATION

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: _ - Lt uive Gen

Date: 1 ‘_mec... /[

Applicant/Owner:

County: Meorgae

Investigator: _ B« Ronella ). Laing

State: L1

Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? es” No Community ID: ;’i‘_ L_

Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es No) TransectID: [/

Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes }3’0‘ Plot 1D: e )
(If needed, explain on reverse.)

VEGETATION - Sy
DominaniPlantSpecles  Statum__ Indicator Dominani PlantSpeces __ Stratum __ Indicator
'l__&! e o oNINH dl.ha cgon n F"Aﬁu" 9.

2 Phelawv(s cgrvmoh naces N _LCAGNF 10.

3.50]1514?& Q-j.&w*'tm.. Tk Fn 11,

4 anibn raced . fA 12

s.Carslom vulgare b gacu— |

6 14,

¢ U < = Ny ET L o U SRS E Ny S Sy
8. = 16. =
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC [(»’Od] 5

(excluding FAC-). e
Remarks:
|

HYDROLOGY

___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Welland Hydrology indicalors:

_ __ Siream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Prnmary Indicators:

____ Aanal Pholographs _ lnundated

— Other Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
__ No Recorded Data Available _ Water Marks

___DnftLines
_ Sediment Deposils
Field Obsaervations: Drainage Pallems in Wellands
Secondary Indicalors (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Walter: lJ E ﬂ‘; () _* Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches

D o Water-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: _Z_ (in.) Local Soil Survey Data
FAC-Neutral Test
. &
Depth to Saturated Soil: )_29_ _(in) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
No i nhicakors
B2
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SOILS

Map Unit Name

D e o Mssumption ikl 10-18% s)ages A0 . mndosdeley el
T (Subgroup): f-?-\cts “*1 mixed F@« 5:1 g_;gomem.m}a ?
axonomy oup); \ Sd nfirm Mapped Type?
mes! o _}_cuaa VAl fmu RL\S
Depth : : Matrix Color Mottle Calors Mollle Abundance/ Texwre, Concretions,
(inches)  Horizon (Munsell Moist) = (MunsellMoist)  Siee/Contrast ct
o- ¥ A (0 R/%/z ___'t‘/_é____:-- S < .
H-20 5 _'O¥F/Yz ~[B h

Hydric Soil indicators:

___ Hislosol —__ Concretions

___ Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Conlenl in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
__ Sulfidic Odor —. Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

_ . Aquic Moislure Regime . Listed on Local Hydric Soils List

_ Reducing Conditions ___ Listed on National Hydric Solls List

__. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors _. Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:

Mo }V\QL{ C.&jr—ﬁft)

WETLAND DETERMINATION

{Circle)
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? @
Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes

ks this Sampling Poinl Within a Welland?

No
&
©

(Circle)

-

Remarks:

Approved by HQUSACE 3/92
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION
(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

Project/Site: Fuoture Gen Date: | ~Jore U
Applicant/Owner: County: _#Asve &
Investigator: _ & v M e : I T PR State: __ 1\
]
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site? és No Community 1D: _ A
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? es Transect ID: ___[
Is the area a potential Problem Area? Yes Plot ID: Ay
(If needed, explain on reverse.)
VEGETATION
== e
Dominant PlantSpecies  Stratum__ Indicalor DomnantPlantSpecies Stratum _ Indicator
1 4 rundiveges b £ACO 9,
2 Solideco g[qa“t‘éh N A2 | 0
3.Civslum yvulaave I~ EACU- | 1.
A Tlelaso, avu t_‘."tf\_‘-& V~ NTF 12,
5. . - 1 SO
s.~nacluva 11.-) o deve. c _FACVY |
r.Morvs vobra o FAC— 15, R et | OB S SR
8. - I 16. v
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC
(excluding FAC-). e - e — —— _‘_?_?E'
Remarks:
HYDROLOGY
___ Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks): Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
_ __ Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge Pnmary Ihdicators:
____ Renal Photographs nundated
.. Other Saturated in Upper 12 Inches
__ No Recorded Data Available . Waler Marks
___ Dnft Lines
Sediment Deposits
Field Observations: Drainage Patiems in Wetllands
N/"ﬂ Secondary Indicators (2 or more required):
Depth of Surface Waler: L S | % ] ' Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches
26 _Water-Stained Leaves
Depth to Free Water in Pit: _Z_é (in.) Local Soil Survey Data
= FAC-Neulral Test
Depth 1o Saturated Soil: Z3 iy __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
Remarks:
f\ d (ﬁ"\-z‘i ¢ yA -E; o
B2 Appendix B Blank and Example Dala Forms
M.z
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SOILS

Map Unit Name

(Series and Phase): r\s'smmpltu sh‘w LSk «;io&_ e*alDrainage Class: modevately (gelf

. Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

Field Observations
Taxonomy (Subgroup): Eh_c_ :rad'w £Sie Confirm Mapped Type? Yes/ No
O yog i é Fns. doll< -
Profile Descriplion:
Depth Matrix Color Moattle Colors Motlle Abundance/ Texture, Concrelions,
{inches)  Horzon  (Munsell Moisl)  (MunsellMoist)  Size/Contrast uclur.
O16 A (o rk' /; 7 — ¢ L
e —————— -
b=to B joyR/d{ e
Hydric Soil Indicators:
:__ Histosol —— Concretions
___ Histic Epipedon ___ High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils
__ Sulfidic Odor __ Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
___ Aquic Moislure Regime _ Lisled on Local Hydric Soils List
__ Reducing Conditions __.. Listed on National Hydric Soils List

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

Remarks:
o Ir\O(( C ow[rb\/
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes ircle) (Circle)
Waelland Hydrology Present? Yes
Hydric Soils Present? Yes Is this Sampling Point Within a Welland? Y&s@
Remarks:
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APPENDIX E1

AN INVESTIGATION FOR ILLINOIS CHORUS FROGS, Pseudacris streckeri illinoensis
AND POSSIBLE IMPACTS FOR THE FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT/
MEREDOSIA ENERGY CENTER MORGAN COUNTY ILLINOIS

Note: This appendix was updated for the Final EIS.
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Appendix E

AN INVESTIGATION FOR
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROGS, Pseudacris streckeri illinoensis
AND POSSIBLE IMPACTS
FOR THE
FUTUREGEN 2.0 PROJECT

MORGAN COUNTY ILLINOIS

May 31, 2013

Vernon L. LaGesse Jr.
1619 S. Pasfield
Springfield, IL 62704

Illinois Chorus Frog. Photo by: Chris Young, State Journal Register
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lllinois Chorus Frog Investigation FutureGen Il Project

May 31, 2013

Vernon L. LaGesse Jr.
1619 S. Pasfield
Springfield, IL 62704

ICF SURVEY METHODS 2012

Nocturnal audible surveys were conducted in March 2012, to determine the presence/absence of
Illinois Chorus Frogs within the project boundaries. Surveys started after 19:30 hours on
evenings with air temperatures over 50 degrees Fahrenheit, during times ICF’s were known to be
out calling. A known ICF reference site (Illinois Sands Area) was also monitored to confirm that
ICFs were calling within this same region of Illinois. For this study, areas south of Beardstown
were used as the reference site. Surveys were conducted by automobile, by driving to each
location, turning the automobile off and listen for breeding frogs calling. Weather, temperature,
time, and frog results were recorded from each survey point for this investigation. Survey points
were laid out during daylight hours to locate possible ICF habitat and to confirm the ICF Habitat
Model (IDNR 2009) locations (See Map #1). The ICF Habitat Model was created by Illinois
Department of Natural Resources in 2008 and 2009. It is based on the presence of small ponds
and hydric sandy soils and on the occurrence of a wet spring weather pattern.

On the Meredosia Energy Center site, ten survey points were established: three along the Illinois
River, two along the northern settling pond, and four along the east side of the plant (See Map
#2) where the pipeline is to be located, to monitor for calling ICFs.

Along the proposed pipeline route, 30 survey points were established and monitored. These
included surrounding ICF Habitat Model areas and opportunistic points along 10-miles of the
proposed pipeline alignment back through to the town of Chaplin on Illinois Route 67 (See Map
#3 and 4).

ICF SURVEY METHODS 2013

Nocturnal audible surveys were conducted in March 2013, to determine the presence/absence of
Illinois Chorus Frogs within the project boundaries. Surveys started after 19:30 hours on
evenings with air temperatures over 50 degrees Fahrenheit, during times ICF’s were known to be
out calling. A known ICF reference site (HS7) was also monitored to confirm that ICFs were
calling within this same region of Illinois. For this seasons study, areas east of Naples were used
as the reference site. Surveys were conducted by automobile, by driving to each location, turning
the automobile off and listen for breeding frogs calling. Weather, temperature, time, and frog

2|Page
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results were recorded from each survey point for this investigation. Survey points were laid out
during daylight hours to locate possible ICF habitat and to confirm the ICF Habitat Model
(IDNR 2009) locations (See Map #1-3). The ICF Habitat Model was created by Illinois
Department of Natural Resources in 2008 and 2009. It is based on the presence of small ponds
and hydric sandy soils and on the occurrence of a wet spring weather pattern.

Since no ICF’s were documented on the Meredosia Energy Center site, two survey points were
established around the Plant, to monitor for calling ICFs.

Along the proposed pipeline route, 40 survey points were established and monitored. These
included surrounding ICF Habitat Model areas and opportunistic points along the entire pipeline
route to the injection site (See Map #1, #2 and 3).

RESULTS 2012

Surveys were conducted on the evenings of 15, 19, 23 & 24 March 2012. Only three species of
amphibians were heard calling during this investigation. The Plains Leopard Frog, Rana blairi
was heard calling from the Illinois River. The American Toad, Bufo americanus, and the
Western Chorus Frog, Pseudacris triserrata, were heard calling from the very southern settling
pond and from a small creek (points 29) north of Chaplin.

No ICFs were documented during this survey, including within the ICF Habitat Model zones.
This is possibly due to high temperatures and drought conditions present this spring. All historic
occurrences occur within the predicted ICF Habitat Model zones. The ICF Habitat model shows
no potential habitat to be impacted along the alignment except for P-133. | believe this is a slight
mapping error and P-133 should be connected to the settling pool on the plant. Also within this
survey, all ICF Habitat Model areas that could be driven to, were investigated for a three-mile
buffer of the Meredosia Energy Center and the first 10 miles of the proposed CO, pipeline route.

One perceived flaw in the ICF Habitat Model is that it does not consider roadside or agricultural
ditch habitat. There is one potential ICF Habitat east of the Meredosia Energy Center along
Yeck Road. There is a small agricultural ditch south of where Yeck Road curves north. It did not
have much water present this spring, but during a wet year, this would be a possible breeding
pool. Two other ICF investigators from IDNR have monitored that same ditch for the past two
years and had negative results for the presence of ICF’s (Personal conversation with Eric Golden
2012).

RESULTS 2013

Surveys were conducted on the evenings of 2, 9 & 10 April 2013. Only Four species of
amphibians were heard calling during this investigation. The Plains Leopard Frog, Rana blairi,
the American Toad, Bufo americanus, and the Western Chorus Frog, Pseudacris triserrata, and
the Illinois Chorus Frog, Pseudacris streckeri illinoensis, were heard calling during this survey
period

Five breeding pools with ICFs were documented during this survey, including within the ICF
Habitat Model zones. Most of these were historic breeding pool sites in this area. This is
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possibly due to low temperatures and wet spring conditions present this spring. The ICF Habitat
model shows no potential habitat to be impacted along the alignment except for P-133. | believe
this is a slight mapping error and P-133 should be connected to the settling pool on the plant.
After investigating this we found a small wetland north of the south cooling pool. None of the
pools appeared to contain suitable ICF habitat present. Also within this survey, most ICF
Habitat Model areas that could be driven to, were investigated for a three-mile buffer of the
Meredosia Energy Center.

One perceived flaw in the ICF Habitat Model is that it does not consider roadside or agricultural
ditch habitat. The small agricultural ditch south of where Yeck Road curves north was
investigated and no ICF’s were documented.

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 2013

Five breeding pools containing ICFs were documented in this survey. The closest active
breeding pool observed during this survey was P-132, a small wetland from a historic barrow
sand pit located east of the Old Naples Road (See survey sample #1).

As for P-133, | do not believe it to have proper ICF habitat because of its lack of any wetland
vegetation or sandy soils. No other habitat was observed on the Meredosia Energy Center site,
the proposed pipeline alignment, or the bluffs on the east side of the Illinois River Valley.).
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MAP# 1. ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG SURVEY LOCATIONS
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AMEREN POWER PLANT
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET

DATE: _ 4/2/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013

Sample# | North West P/HS ICF+/- | Temp Time Weather

#
Ref #1 39°45'8.065"N 90°34'26.243"W | HS7 5-15 58 9:10 LITE RAIN
Ref #2 39°50'25.516"N | 90°30'53.828"W | P135 1-5 58 9:20 LITE RAIN
1 39°49'14.367"N | 90°33'39.403"W | P132 15-25 58 9:23 LITE RAIN
2 39°48'56.049"N | 90°33'39.576"W 1-5 58 9:25 PL, WC
3 39°48'55.569"N | 90°34'9.053"W NEG 58 9:27 LITE RAIN
4 39°48'17.475"N | 90°33'52.342"W NEG 58 9:30 LITE RAIN
5 39°47'23.978"N | 90°33'17.655"W | P124 5-15 58 9:35 LITE RAIN
6 39°48'14.569"N | 90°33'18.713"W NEG 58 9:38 LITE RAIN
7 39°48'55.589"N | 90°33'17.734"W NEG 57 9:41 LITE RAIN
8 39°48'57.128"N | 90°32'29.212"W NEG 57 9:43 LITE RAIN
9 39°49'7.629"N 90°32'6.028"W HS11 5-15 57 9:46 LITE RAIN
10 39°49'7.216"N 90°31'29.453"W NEG 57 9:49 LITE RAIN
11 39°49'7.726"N 90°31'1.874"W NEG 57 9:51 LITE RAIN
12 39°49'6.984"N 90°31'1.425"W NEG 57 9:54 LITE RAIN
13 39°48'44.465"N | 90°30'36.578"W NEG 57 9:57 LITE RAIN
14 39°48'17.319"N | 90°30'52.286"W | P127 NEG 57 10:01 LITE RAIN
15 39°47'0.538"N 90°31'17.373"W | P122 NEG 57 10:04 LITE RAIN
16 39°48'41.035"N | 90°30'13.42"W NEG 57 10:06 LITE RAIN
17 39°48'25.371"N | 90°30'0.684"W NEG 57 10:08 LITE RAIN
18 39°48'10.407"N | 90°29'46.498"W NEG 57 10:11 LITE RAIN
19 39°47'54.656"N | 90°29'12.866"W NEG 56 10:14 LITE RAIN
20 39°47'49.86"N 90°28'20.786"W NEG 56 10:17 LITE RAIN
21 39°47'37.4"N 90°27'30.416"W NEG 56 10:21 WC
22 39°47'20.938"N | 90°26'41.624"W NEG 56 10:23 WC
23 39°47'18.582"N | 90°26'1.338"W NEG 56 10:26 LITE RAIN
24 39°47'19.142"N | 90°25'20.469"W NEG 56 10:31 LITE RAIN
25 39°47'18.111"N | 90°24'17.811"W NEG 55 10:34 LITE RAIN
26 39°47'16.85"N | 90°22'16.74"W NEG 55 10:37 LITE RAIN
27 39°47'16.598"N | 90°20'13.258"W NEG 55 10:40 LITE RAIN
28 39°47'14.228"N | 90°18'46.432"W NEG 55 10:43 LITE RAIN
29 39°47'11.829"N | 90°16'47.786"W NEG 55 10:45 LITE RAIN
30 39°46'58.492"N | 90°14'52.904"W NEG 55 10:48 LITE RAIN
31 39°46'53.216"N | 90°13'45.202"W NEG 55 10:51 LITE RAIN
32 39°46'1.336"N 90°12'4.723"W NEG 53 10:53 CALM
33 39°46'0.071"N 90°10'57.351"W NEG 53 10:56 CALM
34 39°46'0.922"N 90°9'17.132"W NEG 53 11:00 CALM
35 39°47'7.792"N 90°9'9.626"W NEG 53 11:03 CALM
36 39°47'9.645"N 90°6'27.596"W NEG 53 11:18 CALM
COMMENTS
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ALLIANCE PIPELINE - ROUTE 67
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET

DATE: _4/2/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013

Sample# | North West P/HS | ICF+/- | Temp Time Notes
#
37 39°47'7.024"N 90°4'28.498"W NEG 52 11:11 | CALM LITE RAIN
38 39°48'26.306"N | 90°3'50.455"W NEG 50 11:15 | CALM
39 39°48'50.412"N | 90°3'18.545"W NEG 50 11:18 | CALM
40 39°48'51.89"N 90°2'21.466"W NEG 50 11:23 | CALM
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AMEREN POWER PLANT
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET

DATE: _ 4/9/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013

Sample# | North West P/HS ICF+/- | Temp Time Weather

#
Ref #1 39°45'8.065"N 90°34'26.243"W | HS7 1-5 43 8:15 LITE WINDS
Ref #2 39°50'25.516"N | 90°30'53.828"W | P135 NEG 43 8:22 DRY
1 39°49'14.367"N | 90°33'39.403"W | P132 5-15 43 8:25 LITE WINDS
2 39°48'56.049"N | 90°33'39.576"W 1-5 43 8:27 PL, WC
3 39°48'55.569"N | 90°34'9.053"W NEG 42 8:31 LITE WINDS
4 39°48'17.475"N | 90°33'52.342"W NEG 42 8:34 LITE WINDS
5 39°47'23.978"N | 90°33'17.655"W | P124 5-15 42 8:36 LITE WINDS
6 39°48'14.569"N | 90°33'18.713"W NEG 42 8:39 LITE WINDS
7 39°48'55.589"N | 90°33'17.734"W NEG 41 8:42 LITE WINDS
8 39°48'57.128"N | 90°32'29.212"W NEG 41 8:44 LITE WINDS
9 39°49'7.629"N 90°32'6.028"W HS11 NEG 41 8:46 LITE WINDS
10 39°49'7.216"N 90°31'29.453"W NEG 41 8:49 LITE WINDS
11 39°49'7.726"N 90°31'1.874"W NEG 41 8:52 LITE WINDS
12 39°49'6.984"N 90°31'1.425"W NEG 41 8:54 LITE WINDS
13 39°48'44.465"N | 90°30'36.578"W NEG 40 8:56 LITE WINDS
14 39°48'17.319"N | 90°30'52.286"W | P127 NEG 40 8:58 LITE WINDS
15 39°47'0.538"N 90°31'17.373"W | P122 NEG 40 9:01 LITE WINDS
16 39°48'41.035"N | 90°30'13.42"W NEG 40 9:03 LITE WINDS
17 39°48'25.371"N | 90°30'0.684"W NEG 40 9:06 LITE WINDS
18 39°48'10.407"N | 90°29'46.498"W NEG 40 9:09 LITE WINDS
19 39°47'54.656"N | 90°29'12.866"W NEG 40 9:12 LITE WINDS
20 39°47'49.86"N 90°28'20.786"W NEG 39 9:15 LITE WINDS
21 39°47'37.4"N 90°27'30.416"W NEG 39 9:17 WC
22 39°47'20.938"N | 90°26'41.624"W NEG 39 9:19 WC
23 39°47'18.582"N | 90°26'1.338"W NEG 39 9:22 LITE WINDS
24 39°47'19.142"N | 90°25'20.469"W NEG 39 9:25 LITE WINDS
25 39°47'18.111"N | 90°24'17.811"W NEG 39 9:27 LITE WINDS
26 39°47'16.85"N | 90°22'16.74"W NEG 38 9:30 LITE WINDS
27 39°47'16.598"N | 90°20'13.258"W NEG 38 9:33 LITE WINDS
28 39°47'14.228"N | 90°18'46.432"W NEG 38 9:36 LITE WINDS
29 39°47'11.829"N | 90°16'47.786"W NEG 38 9:38 LITE WINDS
30 39°46'58.492"N | 90°14'52.904"W NEG 38 9:41 LITE WINDS
31 39°46'53.216"N | 90°13'45.202"W NEG 38 9:43 LITE WINDS
32 39°46'1.336"N 90°12'4.723"W NEG 37 9:45 LITE WINDS
33 39°46'0.071"N 90°10'57.351"W NEG 37 9:48 LITE WINDS
34 39°46'0.922"N 90°9'17.132"W NEG 37 9:51 LITE WINDS
35 39°47'7.792"N 90°9'9.626"W NEG 37 9:54 LITE WINDS
36 39°47'9.645"N 90°6'27.596"W NEG 36 9:57 LITE WINDS
COMMENTS
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ALLIANCE PIPELINE - ROUTE 67
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET

DATE: _ 4/9/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013

Sample# | North West P/HS | ICF+/- | Temp Time Notes

#
37 39°47'7.024"N 90°4'28.498"W NEG 36 10:00 | LITE WINDS
38 39°48'26.306"N | 90°3'50.455"W NEG 36 10:04 | LITE WINDS
39 39°48'50.412"N | 90°3'18.545"W NEG 36 10:07 | LITE WINDS
40 39°48'51.89"N 90°2'21.466"W NEG 36 10:15 LITE WINDS
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AMEREN POWER PLANT

ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013
DATE: _ 4/10/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

Sample# | North West P/HS ICF+/- | Temp Time Weather

#
Ref #1 39°45'8.065"N 90°34'26.243"W | HS7 1-5 68 8:45 WC, AT
Ref #2 39°50'25.516"N | 90°30'53.828"W | P135 NEG 68 8:52 CALM
1 39°49'14.367"N | 90°33'39.403"W | P132 1-5 68 8:55 WC
2 39°48'56.049"N | 90°33'39.576"W 1-5 68 8:58 PL, WC
3 39°48'55.569"N | 90°34'9.053"W NEG 67 9:01 CALM
4 39°48'17.475"N | 90°33'52.342"W NEG 67 9:04 CALM
5 39°47'23.978"N | 90°33'17.655"W | P124 5-15 67 9:06 CALM
6 39°48'14.569"N | 90°33'18.713"W NEG 67 9:09 CALM
7 39°48'55.589"N | 90°33'17.734"W NEG 67 9:12 CALM
8 39°48'57.128"N | 90°32'29.212"W NEG 66 9:15 CALM
9 39°49'7.629"N 90°32'6.028"W HS11 5-15 66 9:17 CALM
10 39°49'7.216"N 90°31'29.453"W NEG 66 9:19 CALM
11 39°49'7.726"N 90°31'1.874"W NEG 66 9:22 CALM
12 39°49'6.984"N 90°31'1.425"W NEG 65 9:25 CALM
13 39°48'44.465"N | 90°30'36.578"W NEG 65 9:28 CALM
14 39°48'17.319"N | 90°30'52.286"W | P127 NEG 65 9:31 CALM
15 39°47'0.538"N 90°31'17.373"W | P122 NEG 65 9:34 CALM
16 39°48'41.035"N | 90°30'13.42"W NEG 64 9:37 CALM
17 39°48'25.371"N | 90°30'0.684"W NEG 64 9:42 CALM
18 39°48'10.407"N | 90°29'46.498"W NEG 63 9:45 CALM
19 39°47'54.656"N | 90°29'12.866"W NEG 64 9:48 CALM
20 39°47'49.86"N 90°28'20.786"W NEG 64 9:52 CALM
21 39°47'37.4"N 90°27'30.416"W NEG 63 9:54 WC
22 39°47'20.938"N | 90°26'41.624"W NEG 63 9:57 WC
23 39°47'18.582"N | 90°26'1.338"W NEG 62 10:01 CALM
24 39°47'19.142"N | 90°25'20.469"W NEG 62 10:04 CALM
25 39°47'18.111"N | 90°24'17.811"W NEG 61 10:07 CALM
26 39°47'16.85"N | 90°22'16.74"W NEG 60 10:10 CALM
27 39°47'16.598"N | 90°20'13.258"W NEG 60 10:14 CALM
28 39°47'14.228"N | 90°18'46.432"W NEG 59 10:17 CALM
29 39°47'11.829"N | 90°16'47.786"W NEG 59 10:20 CALM
30 39°46'58.492"N | 90°14'52.904"W NEG 58 10:22 CALM
31 39°46'53.216"N | 90°13'45.202"W NEG 58 10:24 CALM
32 39°46'1.336"N 90°12'4.723"W NEG 58 10:26 CALM
33 39°46'0.071"N 90°10'57.351"W NEG 57 10:28 CALM
34 39°46'0.922"N 90°9'17.132"W NEG 58 10:31 CALM
35 39°47'7.792"N 90°9'9.626"W NEG 57 10:34
36 39°47'9.645"N 90°6'27.596"W NEG 56 10:37 CALM
COMMENTS
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ALLIANCE PIPELINE - ROUTE 67
ILLINOIS CHORUS FROG DATA SHEET

DATE: __4/10/2013

INVESTIGATORS: V. LaGesse, Audrey Schwing

LaGesse & Associates Inc. 2013

Sample# | North West P/HS | ICF+/- | Temp Time Notes
#

37 39°47'7.024"N 90°4'28.498"W NEG 56 11:01 | CALM

38 39°48'26.306"N | 90°3'50.455"W NEG 55 11:05 | CALM

39 39°48'50.412"N | 90°3'18.545"W NEG 54 11:09 | CALM

40 39°48'51.89"N 90°2'21.466"W NEG 54 11:13 | CALM
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APPENDIX E2
AN INVESTIGATION OF POTENTIAL HABITAT FOR REGAL FRITILLARY BUTTERFLY
Speyeria idalia
FUTUREGEN / MEREDOSIA ENERGY CENTER PROJECT
MORGAN COUNTY ILLINOIS

Note: This appendix was updated for the Final EIS.
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An Investigation of Potential Habitat for Regal Fritillary Butterfly
Speyeria idalia

Futuregen / Meredosia Energy Center Project
Morgan County lllinois

May 31, 2013
Vernon L. LaGesse Jr.
1619 S. Pasfield
Springfield, IL 62704

Female regal fritillary butterfly- Meredosia Energy Center 2012, Photo by: Vern LaGesse
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1.0 Project

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the FutureGen 2.0 Project. The FutureGen Project is a public-private partnership, with costs
shared by DOE, the FutureGen Industrial Alliance (Alliance), and other project partners. The
Project consists of the repowering of an existing electricity generator with clean coal
technologies integrated with a pipeline that would transport carbon dioxide (CO,) to a
sequestration site where it would be injected and stored in a deep geologic formation. As
currently envisioned, the Alliance would be responsible for constructing and operating an
advanced oxy-combustion system to repower an existing steam turbine generator (Unit 4) at the
Meredosia Energy Center (MEC) in west-central lllinois, which is currently owned by Ameren
Energy Resources. A concentrated and compressed CO, stream produced in the process
would be transferred to a pipeline for transmission to the Alliance’s proposed storage location
located approximately 30 miles east of the Meredosia Energy Center.

Historic occurrences of the lllinois state threatened regal fritillary butterfly, Speyeria idalia,
(Drury), have been recorded in the lllinois River Valley in the vicinity of the proposed project.
This study was conducted to document the occurrence of the regal fritillary and potential habitat
within the project area and to assist in any future permitting required for the FutureGen project.
The investigation also documented occurrences of state listed species within the project area.
This report addresses both the Meredosia Energy Center and the proposed pipeline corridor in
the Illinois River Valley.
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2.0 Project Locations

This project lies just south of the town of Meredosia, lllinois, and crosses the east side of the
Illinois River Valley heading across to the bluff line and across central Morgan County in lllinois.
The project is located within the lllinois/Mississippi Sand Areas Natural Division and portions of
the Grand Prairie Natural Division (IDNR 2005; Schwegman 1997). The sand prairies of
Meredosia, lllinois, are some of the most southerly sand prairies in lllinois. Suitable habitat for
the regal fritillary butterfly occurs in the lllinois River Valley and areas east to the bluff-line.
These areas were the focus of the surveys and this report.

2.1 Meredosia Energy Center

The Meredosia Energy Center is located just south of the town of Meredosia, lllinois, and covers
263 acres along the east side of the lllinois River. The features of the plant include a power
plant, coal stock pile areas, cinder areas, and settling pools. The plant area includes
approximately 72 acres of degraded sand prairie. This 72-acre site was investigated for the
presence/absence of the regal fritillary butterflies.

2.2 Pipeline

The proposed pipeline runs east from the MEC to central Morgan County. It is proposed to
cross a 62-acre Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) grassland field in the lllinois River Valley
that has been planted with warm season grasses. This is the only suitable regal fritillary habitat
within the proposed pipeline route. A 300 foot corridor (15.7 acres) of the planting was
investigated for the presence/absence of the regal fritillary butterflies.
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3.0 Regal Fritillary Butterfly

3.1 Introduction-Regal Fritillary Butterfly

The regal fritillary has been historically documented from 33 states. Historic loss,
fragmentation, and degradation of prairie landscape have been the primary factors contributing
to the decline of the regal fritillary populations. The regal fritillary is listed as endangered in
Michigan, New York, Ohio, Indiana, and Wisconsin; and is listed as threatened in lllinois; and is
listed as a species of concern in four states. It is presumed extirpated in seven states, and
possibly extirpated in an additional ten states (Selby 2007).

Regal fritillary populations have declined in Illinois, causing this butterfly to be listed as
threatened under the lllinois Endangered Species Act (Herkert 1992). Currently, Mason and
Cass counties contain the largest known metapopulations of regal fritillary butterflies in lllinois
(Wiker 2004). Large populations exist around the towns of Meredosia, Beardstown, and
Arenzville, in Cass and Morgan Counties, in the lllinois River Valley.

The purpose of this study was to document suitable habitat within the study area by surveying
the occurrences of regal fritillary butterflies and their host plant populations.

3.2 Natural History of the Regal Fritillary

The large strong flying regal fritillary is a member of the family Nymphalidae, or brush-footed
butterflies. Its flight dates are 4 June—16 September (Sedman and Hess 1985; Wiker 2004).

In the spring, larvae begin feeding on birds-foot violet (Viola pedata L.), arrow-leaved violet
(Viola sagittata Air), and prairie violet (Viola pedatifida G. Don) (WDNR 2000) and they have
been documented to use the annual, Johnny jump-up (Viola rafinesquii Greene) in central
lllinois (LaGesse et.al. 2004). Larvae of Lepidoptera, in general, are very specific in their
feeding requirements and, in many cases, require a specific species (Ehrlich and Raven 1964).
After feeding and completing six instars, they pupate. In early June adult males emerge and are
followed by adult females approximately two weeks later (Scudder 1889; Kopper 2001). Mating
begins soon after female emergence with each female copulating once. After two weeks of
mating, the male regal fritillaries die (Nagel et al. 1991; Kopper 2001), and fertilized females
enter reproductive diapause for the next two months (Kopper et al. 2001). During this period
females nectar on common milkweed (Asclepias syriaca L.), butterfly milkweed (Asclepias
tuberosa L.), dogbane (Apocynum spp.), bull thistle (Cirsium pumilum (Nutt.) Spreng.), and
boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum L.) (Sedman and Hess 1985; LaGesse et al. 2006). The
diapause period between mating and oviposition is the most precarious time in the life span of
the regal fritillary. If drought, disease, predation, parasitism, or other environmental
catastrophes occur, the entire brood for the following year is at risk. By early September
females begin oviposition, depositing over 1,000 eggs in clusters on violets (Wagner et al. 1997;
Kopper 2001). The eggs hatch and larva feed on the egg case and enter winter dormancy
(Scudder 1889; Mattoon et al. 1971; Kopper 2001; Zercher 2002).
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3.3 Adult Regal Fritillary Census Report

Surveys were conducted 15 times during the growing season of 2012. Surveys started on
May29th and proceeded approximately once until September 10". Adult regal fritillary
butterflies (? and &) were observed emerging and flying from May 29™ through July 3" on the
four survey transects.

Methods

Four transects were established in areas identified in the violet surveys with an emphases on
areas where regal fritillary butterflies might be observed. Transects were established within the
degraded sand prairies and CRP grass planting fields of the Meredosia Energy Center and the
pipeline right-of-way (ROW). Methods of observation followed Panzer (1992) and Zercher et al.
(2002). The observer was trained to walk at a uniform pace and observe butterflies up to

10 meters on each side of the transects. All butterflies encountered were identified to the
species level and the sex of each regal fritillary was recorded. Behaviors of each individual
fritillary observed were recorded. Transects were walked once per week from 8:00 to 14:00 and
observations were ceased when temperatures rose over 90 degrees Fahrenheit.

Figure 1. Map showing locations of Transects 1-4.
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Temperature and wind speed data were collected with a Kestrel ™ 3000 weather kit before and
after each transect was surveyed and cloud cover was estimated at the beginning of each walk.
Time was recorded at the beginning and end of each transect walked (See Survey Tables).
Nectar plants were noted for each transect segment (See Bloom Period Table). Observations
were made through the growing season of 2012 (May 29" through July 3'%). Nomenclature for
butterflies follows Miller and Brown 1981, and nomenclature for plants follows Mohlenbrock
2002.

3.31 Results

A total of 57 regal fritillary butterflies were observed during the surveys conducted May 29"
through July 3, 2013. Results for each transect are described below and summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of Butterfly Adult Census Results

Temperature  Number of

Transect Min/Max (°C) Butterflies
1 71-90 9
2 74 - 89 2
3 70-95 45
4 74 -90 1
Total 57

Transect #1

Transect #1 was established in the southeast corner of the Ameren Power Plant property in the
degraded sand prairies where the highest densities of violets had been documented earlier that
year. Transect #1 was approximately 1293 meters in length.

A total of nine regal fritillary butterflies were observed on this transect. Five male regal fritillary
butterflies were observed emerging and establishing territorial patrols on 29 May and three
males were observed flying territorial patrols on 6 June. One female was observed emerging on
15 June. No regal fritillary butterflies were observed on this transect after the 15 June date.

Transect # 2

Transect #2 was established in the middle of the Ameren Power Plant property in degraded
sand prairie areas where violet populations had been documented earlier that year. These
areas were located around the old railroad tracks, the communication tower, coalfields, and fuel
tank areas. This transect was approximately 1699 meter in length.

A total of two regal fritillary butterflies were observed on this transect. One male regal fritillary
butterfly was observed on 15 June, flying on territorial patrol, and one female was flushed on 3
July. No regal fritillary butterflies were observed after the 3 July date.
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Transect #3

Transect #3 was established in the northern 300 feet of the 62-acre CRP grass planting field
where violet populations had been documented earlier that year. This transect was
approximately 989 meters in length.

A total of 45 regal fritillary butterflies were observed on this transect. Twenty-three regal fritillary
butterflies were observed on 29 May, flying on territorial patrols. On 6 June, eleven male regal
fritillary butterflies were observed flying on territorial patrols and two female regal fritillary
butterflies were observed being flushed on maiden flights. On 15 June, two male regal fritillary
butterflies were observed flying on territorial patrols and one female regal fritillary butterfly was
observed nectaring. On 19 June, four female regal fritillary butterflies were observed flying in
search of nectar. On 26 June, one female regal fritillary butterfly was observed flying in search
of nectar, On 2 July one female regal fritillary butterfly was observed flying in search of nectar.
No regal fritillary butterflies were seen after the 3 July.

Transect #4

Transect #4 was established in the northeast corner of the Ameren Power Plant. These were
the sand prairies associated with the main entrance of the Power Plant where violet populations
had been documented earlier that year. This transect was approximately 673 meters in length.

Only one female regal fritillary butterfly was observed nectaring on 26 June on this transect. No
regal fritillary butterflies were observed after the 26 June date.

3.3.2 Discussion

Regal fritillary butterflies were documented on and near the Ameren Power Plant property in
May and June of 2012, but they had moved off-site by 11 July 2012 (author’s observations).
Regal fritillary butterflies were observed in the Beardstown area in July and then were not
observed throughout the rest of the butterfly season in 2012. The regal fritillary butterfly was not
documented returning to lay its eggs in areas near or in violet populations on-site.

At this moment, we feel that due to the 2012’s extreme drought, that there are currently no regal
fritillary butterflies present in the Meredosia area. Drought has been documented to have
negative effects for this species (Herkert, 1992). The regal fritillary butterfly is a large strong
flier and we feel that they will repopulate this area over time. We will continue to conduct
surveys for the presence/absence of the regal fritillary butterfly throughout the next few years.
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4.0 Violet Population Survey Methods

All violets populations were documented on the MEC and throughout the northern 300 foot end
of the CRP field (15.7 of 62 acres). The perimeter and area of each violet population were
determined. Wire flags were used to mark the perimeters of all populations to facilitate violet
monitoring and mapping. Area mapping was completed using a Trimble® Pro-XR backpack
global positioning system (GPS) with sub-meter accuracy to determine the size of each violet
population (LaGesse et al. 2004).

Violet populations were classified based on patch size. Areas that were >1,000/m2 were
classified as “Large”, patches from 100-1000/m2 were classified as “medium”, and patches
<100/m2 were classified as “small”. Then using a random numbers chart, populations within
each size class were selected for intensive transect sampling of violets (described below).
Violets were also inspected for leaf damage and flagged for larval investigations if damage was
observed.

In selected populations, random one meter-square plots were established for sampling, violets,
cactus, woody plants, grasses, other forbs, thatch and/or bare ground. Twenty plots were
sampled in large violet populations, 10 plots were sampled in medium-sized populations, and 5
plots were sampled in small populations. A cover class was assigned for each plant group,
using a modified Daubenmire method to determine plant percent frequency (%), relative
frequency (Rel. Freq.), relative cover (Rel. Cov.) and Importance Values (IV) (Rel. Cov. + Rel.
Freq.) for each plant group (Ebinger 1998).

4.1 Results—Violet Population Study

Johnny jump-up plants (Viola rafinesquii) dominated areas that have not been disturbed for

7 years or more. A new road was constructed in 2005 on the MEC property, and the
disturbance from that project limits the current distribution of Johnny jump-up on the plant
property. A series of aerial photographs shows the past disturbance history (Google Earth
2012) (See photos # 1-5). The new road was planted with prairie grasses and flowers. That
planting has matured, but lacks any colonization of Johnny jump-up plants. Johnny jump-up
plants seem to be associated with a thick grass thatch build up. The author has observed a
thatch layer seems to repress other spring plant competition and this is when Johnny jump-up
can reach high plant densities.

A total of 104 populations of Johnny jump-up, and only one population of Viola pratincola
(Greene), common blue violet (found in the timber on the MEC) were located during this
investigation. Sixty-five violet populations were documented inside the Meredosia Energy
Center and 7 populations outside the Meredosia Energy Center (See maps # 1, 2, and 4) and
33 violet population in the 300 foot northern edge of the CRP prairie field (See maps # 3 and 5).

A total of 14 large (>1,000m?) populations were documented on the MEC property. A total of 42
medium (100-1,000m?) violet populations were documented: 33 on the Meredosia Energy
Center property, 5 outside the power plant property and 4 in the CRP field. Forty-nine small
violet populations were documented: 18 on the MEC property, 3 outside the MEC property
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(3 populations) and 28 in the CRP field. Five- large, 16- medium, and 18 small violet
populations were selected for plot sampling.

Among populations on MEC property, there was considerable variation in the density of violets
and habitat conditions within violet patches. Violet density and IV of violets were somewhat
lower in small patches. Evidence of grazing of violets (by larval regal fritillaries, likely also
rabbits, deer, etc.) was higher weakly related to population size but more frequently observed in
large populations (27%) compared to medium (16%) or small populations (12.5%). Ranges of
vegetation IV’s are provided in the tables below.

Table 2. Summary Data of 1V’'s from Plots within Meredosia Energy Center

Violet Density

Population size (per sg meter) IV Grass IV Forbs IV Thatch IV Violets
Large (n=5) 12.5-54.8 37.4-97.3 32.6-60.2 20.8-51.2 14.9-44.1
Medium (n=10) 8.6-102.1 28.3-80.5 33.9-80.1 24.4-39.1 18.4-43.8
Small (n=10) 3.8-33.8 35.1-84.6 32.9-91.7 23.7-37.8 13.6-30.1

Table 3. Summary Data of IV’s from Plots within CRP Field/Pipeline Area

Violet Density

Population size (per sq meter) IV Grass IV Forbs IV Thatch IV Violets
Medium (n=6) 14.1-73.8 21.1-106.2 27.5-106.5 25.6-38.5 27.5-43.9
Small (n=8) 5.6-70.2 28.5-107.2 27.4-77.6 22.8-63.1 22.4-43.0

Outside the MEC and the CRP field, no large violet populations were identified. Habitat
conditions from populations outside the Meredosia Energy Center were even more variable than
those within. Grazing was not observed in any of the medium populations, but was observed in
20% of small populations in the pipeline area.

The author observed that areas with violet densities of 40 violets per square meter appeared to
have enough violet density to facilitate habitat for regal fritillary butterflies, with 33% of all large
plots sampled had over 40 violets per meter and 37% of all medium plots sampled (See

Table 4).

Table 4. Percent of Plots Sampled that had 40 Violets or more Per Square Meter

MEC Large MEC Med MEC Small Pipeline Med Pipeline Small

Plots > 40 violet/m? 33% 25% 10% 57% 25%
(N=100) (N=100) (N=50) (N=60) (N=40)
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4.2 Larval Habitat on Meredosia Energy Center/Pipeline
Properties

Male regal fritillary butteries were observed emerging on 24 & 25 May 2012 and females on 4
and 6 June 2012 on the Meredosia Energy Center and pipeline properties. On the Meredosia
Energy Center site male and female regal butterfly emergent flights were observed from violet
populations 1.11, 1.27, 1.28, and 1.34. On the pipeline prairie site male and female regal
butterfly emergent flights were observed from violet populations 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.13, 2.21, 2.27,
2.25, 2.31, and 2.32 on the same dates.

On 4 June 2012, | was accompanied with Tim Kelley, Natural Heritage Biologist IDNR and we
walked through the pipeline prairie and observed female regal butterflies emerging throughout
the rest of the pipeline field. Later that same day an investigation throughout the surrounding
area was established including other CRP fields and degraded sand prairies north and south of
Meredosia. Ten other CRP fields and sand prairies were observed from the road to have
emerging regal fritillary butteries (See Map #6). All CRP fields documented were warm season
prairie plantings that were seven years old or more in their CRP contracts (Pers. Conv. Eric
Golden IDNR 2012). This follows the same pattern of stability and lack of disturbance that |
have observed at the sand prairies at the Meredosia Energy Center and the pipeline prairie.

Other fritillary butterflies were observed during this investigation. The variegated fritillary
butterfly, Euptoita claudia, was the dominate fritillary observed follow by the regal and a few
great spangle fritillary’s, Speyeria cybele, were observed in both areas.
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5.0 Johnny Jump-Up Investigation

5.1 Methods

During the late spring, Johnny jump-up plants were collected to document flower production,
investigate seed production, and collect violet seeds. Johnny jump-up is an annual violet
species. Like all violets, its seeds are expelled from its seed pods once the pods dry. In order
to investigate seed production and collect seeds, violet plants were hand-pulled from the MEC
site. Plants were later separated into five gallon buckets with cloth covers so that the plants
could continue to dry and the seeds could be captured in the buckets. For the Johnny jump-up
plant investigation, 36 plants that had all of their stems and intact roots were pressed and dried
for later investigation.

5.2 Results —Johnny Jump-Up Investigation

Thirty-three violet specimens were collected for this investigation. Only plant specimens that
had all stems and intact roots were used. These specimens were pressed, dried and later
measured and counted. Of the violets sampled, they had an average height of 208.03
millimeters, with a range of 170-260 millimeters tall. The violets sampled had an average

15.1 flowers per plant and had a range of 4-35 flowers per plant. Each flower produced 27
seeds per flower, 9 seeds per ovary. For Johnny jump-up plants, one plant could produce from
108 to 948 seeds in one year, with an average of 407 seeds produced per plant. Approximately
12 ounces of Johnny jump-up seed was collected during this investigation.
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6.0 Astragalus distortus, Bent-Leave Milkvetch

Figure 2. Bent-Leave Milk Vetch, Photo by V. LaGasse

During investigation of the violet species on the Meredosia Energy Center, three subpopulations
of the lllinois State Endangered plant, Astragalus distortus, Bent-Leaved Milk Vetch were
documented. This perennial, tap-rooted herb is currently known from only three counties
(Mason, Cass, and Morgan) in lllinois with only six known populations (IESPB 2004).

The Meredosia Energy Center population is a new documented population. The three
subpopulations occur near the front gate and along the east fence line near the front gate. The
distribution appears to be scattered along the disturbance of the road construction for the haul
road and entrance gate that was constructed in 2005-2006. A total of 95 plants were
documented during the week of 23 April through 25 April 2012. All plants were flagged and
there locations were mapped using the Trimble Pro-X GPS. Two plants were collected, dried
and pressed as vouchers.

There are no state laws to protect state listed plant species in lllinois. Therefore, preservation
and protection of these plant species is the responsibility of the landowner. There are only
seven known populations of this species currently known to exist in Illinois, including the
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population on the Meredosia Energy Complex. If possible, avoiding the known population of
Astragulus distortus during project activities at the Meredosia Energy Complex is
recommended. If the population will be impacted during construction and operation activities, it
is recommended that the project work with IDNR to move the plants prior to construction and/or
collect seed for future plantings.

Figure 3. Map showing the distribution of Bent-Leave Milkvetch, Meredosia Energy
Center 2012.
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7.0 Discussions

Regal fritillary habitat did not seem to depend on violet population patch size, but there is a
relationship between violet density and the presence of the butterfly. Violet populations with
densities of 40 violets per square meter or more were found to be possible regal habitat.
Variegated fritillary butterflies were observed utilizing most violet populations and the Great
spangled fritillary butterflies were observed from both study sites. Both of these species host on
any violet species, and in Morgan County they appear to be utilizing the annual Johnny jump-up
violet.

7.1 Recommendations

The FutureGen Il project may impact potential regal fritillary habitat. The following
recommendations are made to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the regal fritillary that
might result from project activities:

1. When possible, avoid documented regal fritillary habitat destruction during design and
layout of the project elements (e.g., laydown yard, access road)

2. If documented areas of potential regal fritillary habitat will be impacted with this project,
adjacent areas, with mature grass stands and a developed thatch layer, should be over
seeded with Johnny jump-up seed to mitigate project impacts. Based on the findings of this
study, a seed rate of 40 seeds per square meter is adequate. Restoration/mitigation ratios
will be determined in the Conservation Plan for this project. This will be written with input
from lllinois Department of Natural Resources.

3. All contractors and employees working on the project should be trained to recognize the
Regal Fritillary; to understand its significance to the project and the public; and be
instructed how to respond to an observation or encounter with this species.

4. All sightings of possible or actual regal fritillaries during project activities should be reported
to IDNR.

5. In areas where the regal fritillary is present, during the construction phase project, vehicles
should reduce speed to minimize the risks of taking butterflies through collision, or find
alternate routes posing less risk.
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Appendix A — Maps

Photo #1 Meredosia Energy Center 2011 Google Earth 2012

Photo #2 Meredosia Energy Center 2009 Google Earth 2012
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Photo #3 Meredosia Energy Center 2007 Google Earth 2012

Photo #4 Meredosia Energy Center 2006 Google Earth 2012
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Photo #5 Meredosia Energy Center 2005 Google Earth 2012
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Appendix E

Appendix B — Butterflies Observed During Regal Study 2012

Scientific Name

Common Name

Family Papilionidae
Pterourus troilus
Battus philenor
Pterourus glaucus
Papilio polyxenes

Spicebush Swallowtail
Pipe-Vine Swallowtail
Tiger Swallowtail
Black Swallowtail

Family Pierdae
Ponita protodice
Artogeia rapae
Colias philodice
Colias eurytheme
Phoebis sennae
Pyrisitia lisa
Nathalis iole
Euchloe olympia

Checkered White
Cabbage White
Clouded Sulfur
Orange Sulfur
Cloudless Sulfur
Little Sulfur
Dainty Sulphur
Olympia Marble

Family Lycanidae
Strymon melinus
Everes comyntas
Celastrina ladon

Gray Hairstreak
Eastern-Tailed Blue
Spring Azure

Family Nymphalidae
Euptoieta claudia
Speryeria idalia
Speyeria cybele
Phyciodes tharos
Vanessa cardui
Vanessa virginiensis
Vanessa atalanta
Junonia coenia
Basilarchia arthemis
Nymphalis antiopa

Variegated Fritillary
Regal Fritillary

Great Spangled Fritillary
Pearl Crescent
American Painted Lady
Painted Lady

Red Admiral

Buckeye

Red Spotted Purple
Mourning Cloak

Family Aparturidae
Astrocampa celtis

Hackberry

Family Satyridae
Megisto cymela

Little Wood Satyr

Family Danaidae
Danaus plexippus

Monarch

Family Hesperiidae
Epargyreus clarus
Erynnis juvenalis
Erynnis horatius
Pyrgus communis
Pholisora catullus

Silver Spotted Skipper
Juvenal’s Duskywing
Horace's Duskywing
Checkered Skipper
Common Sootywing
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Appendix C — Violet Data

C.1 Large Plot - MEC

Table C.1-1. Population 1.24 — Large

Total Rel

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLETS 19 20 95.0 19.0 19.8 16.7 35.7
WOODY 1 20 5.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
CACTUS 5 20 25.0 5.0 0.3 0.2 5.2
FORBS 20 20 100.0 20.0 47.8 40.2 60.2
GRASS 20 20 100.0 20.0 20.7 17.4 374
THATCH 20 20 100.0 20.0 28.6 24.1 44.1
BARE GR. 15 20 75.0 15.0 1.6 1.3 16.3

Totals 100 500.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.1-2. Population 1.23 — Large

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 20 20 100.0 22.5 24.1 18.7 41.1
WOODY 0 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 1 20 5.0 11 0.0 0.0 11
FORB 20 20 100.0 22.5 42.7 331 55.6
GRASS 20 20 100.0 22.5 24.8 19.2 41.6
THACTH 20 20 100.0 22.5 37.1 28.7 51.2
BARE GR. 8 20 40.0 9.0 0.5 0.3 9.3

Totals 89 445.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.1-3. Population 1.27 — Large

Species #Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v

VIOLET 20 20 100.0 16.9 7.9 7.3 24.2
WOODY 0 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 19 20 95.0 16.1 7.4 6.9 23.0
FORB 20 20 100.0 16.9 39.3 36.4 53.4
GRASS 20 20 100.0 16.9 44.4 41.2 58.2
THATCH 20 20 100.0 16.9 4.2 3.9 20.8
BARE GR. 19 20 95.0 16.1 4.7 4.3 20.4
Totals 118 590.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Appendix E E-46



Table C.1-4. Population 1.34 — Large

Species #Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 12 20 60.0 12.6 3.0 2.3 14.9
WOOoDY 0 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 18 20 90.0 18.9 3.2 24 21.4
FORB 19 20 95.0 20.0 16.1 12.3 32.3
GRASS 20 20 100.0 211 87.0 66.3 87.3
THATCH 20 20 100.0 211 21.8 16.6 37.6
BARE GR. 6 20 30.0 6.3 0.3 0.2 6.5
Totals 95 475.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.1-5. Population 1.66 — Large

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 15 20 75.0 18.5 194 14.0 32.6
WOODY 0 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 4 20 20.0 4.9 0.4 0.3 5.2
FORB 19 20 95.0 23.5 44.4 32.1 55.5
GRASS 19 20 95.0 23.5 55.2 39.9 63.4
THATCH 19 20 95.0 23.5 131 9.4 32.9
BARE GR. 5 20 25.0 6.2 6.0 4.3 10.5

Totals 81 405.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

C.2 Medium Plot — MEC

Table C.2-1. Plot 1.01 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 8 10 80.0 17.8 2.6 2.6 20.3
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 2 10 20.0 4.4 0.6 0.6 5.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 22.2 42.9 42.4 64.6
GRASS 9 10 90.0 20.0 45.5 45.0 65.0
THATCH 10 10 100.0 22.2 8.5 8.4 30.6
BARE GR. 6 10 60.0 13.3 11 1.0 14.4

Totals 45 450.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.2-2. Plot 1.07 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover \Y
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 21.7 25.7 22.0 43.8
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 21.7 59.5 51.1 72.8
GRASS 10 10 100.0 21.7 20.4 175 39.2
THATCH 10 10 100.0 21.7 10.2 8.8 30.5
BARE GR 6 10 60.0 13.0 0.8 0.7 13.7

Totals 46 460.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-3. Plot 1.08 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 7 10 70.0 15.6 4.3 3.9 19.5
WOoOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 4 10 40.0 8.9 2.2 2.0 10.9
FORB 10 10 100.0 22.2 39.6 36.4 58.7
GRASS 10 10 100.0 22.2 43.4 39.9 62.2
THATCH 10 10 100.0 22.2 18.3 16.9 39.1
BARE GR 4 10 40.0 8.9 1.0 0.9 9.8

Totals 45 450.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-4. Plot 1.09 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 9 10 90.0 17.6 2.7 2.3 20.0
WwOoOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 8 10 80.0 15.7 7.9 6.9 22.6
FORB 10 10 100.0 19.6 35.9 31.7 51.3
GRASS 10 10 100.0 19.6 52.3 46.2 65.8
THATCH 10 10 100.0 19.6 12.6 11.1 30.7
BARE GR 4 10 40.0 7.8 1.9 1.7 9.5

Totals 51 510.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.2-5. Plot 1.17 — Medium

Species # Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 21.3 27.8 21.6 42.9
WOOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 2 10 20.0 4.3 1.8 14 5.7
FORB 10 10 100.0 21.3 75.8 58.9 80.1
GRASS 10 10 100.0 21.3 9.1 7.0 28.3
THATCH 10 10 100.0 21.3 13.8 10.7 32.0
BARE GR 5 10 50.0 10.6 0.5 0.4 11.0
Totals 47 470.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-6. Plot 1.22 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 9 10 90.0 17.3 15 1.1 18.4
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 4 10 40.0 7.7 1.2 0.9 8.6
FORB 10 10 100.0 19.2 71.0 55.8 75.1
GRASS 10 10 100.0 19.2 44.8 35.2 54.4
THATCH 10 10 100.0 19.2 6.6 5.2 24.4
BARE GR 9 10 90.0 17.3 2.2 1.7 19.0

Totals 52 520.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-7. Plot 1.25 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 9 10 90.0 17.3 8.1 6.9 24.3
WwOoOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 7 10 70.0 135 6.5 5.6 19.1
FORB 10 10 100.0 19.2 17.0 14.6 33.9
GRASS 10 10 100.0 19.2 71.0 61.3 80.5
THATCH 10 10 100.0 19.2 11.4 9.8 29.1
BARE GR 6 10 60.0 11.5 2.0 1.7 13.2

Totals 52 520.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.2-8. Plot 1.59 — Medium

Species # Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 9 10 90.0 17.0 2.2 25 19.5
WOOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 9 10 90.0 17.0 3.9 4.5 214
FORB 10 10 100.0 18.9 37.8 43.6 62.5
GRASS 10 10 100.0 18.9 334 38.6 57.4
THATCH 10 10 100.0 18.9 9.2 10.6 294
BARE GR 5 10 50.0 9.4 0.3 0.3 9.7
Totals 53 530.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-9. Plot 1.54 — Medium

Species # Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 19.2 15 2.4 21.6
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 2 10 20.0 3.8 0.6 1.0 4.8
FORB 10 10 100.0 19.2 33.0 53.0 72.2
GRASS 10 10 100.0 19.2 7.6 121 314
THATCH 10 10 100.0 19.2 7.8 125 31.8
BARE GR 10 10 100.0 19.2 11.8 19.0 38.2
Totals 52 520.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.2-10. Plot 1.51 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 19.2 3.9 3.9 23.1
wOoOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 10 10 100.0 19.2 15 15 20.7
FORB 10 10 100.0 19.2 24.0 24.1 43.3
GRASS 10 10 100.0 19.2 57.5 57.7 77.0
THATCH 10 10 100.0 19.2 12.6 12.7 31.9
BARE GR 2 10 20.0 3.8 0.1 0.1 3.9

Totals 52 520.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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C.3 Small Plot —= MEC

Table C.3-1. Plot 1.32 — Small

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover \
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 18.5 0.5 0.4 18.9
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 4 5 80.0 14.8 3.8 2.8 17.6
FORB 5 5 100.0 18.5 195 14.4 32.9
GRASS 5 5 100.0 18.5 85.0 62.9 81.4
THATCH 5 5 100.0 18.5 26.1 19.3 37.8
BARE GR 3 5 60.0 111 0.3 0.2 11.3
Totals 27 540.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-2. Plot 1.36 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 4 5 80.0 16.7 0.4 0.3 17.0
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 3 5 60.0 12.5 0.3 0.2 12.7
FORB 5 5 100.0 20.8 80.5 61.1 81.9
GRASS 5 5 100.0 20.8 45.0 34.1 55.0
THATCH 5 5 100.0 20.8 54 4.1 24.9
BARE GR 2 5 40.0 8.3 0.2 0.2 8.5
Totals 24 480.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-3. Plot 1.37 — Small
Total
Species  #Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover \
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 22.7 12.3 7.9 30.6
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 22.7 43.0 27.7 50.4
GRASS 5 5 100.0 22.7 85.0 54.7 77.4
THATCH 5 5 100.0 22.7 15.0 9.6 32.4
BARE GR 2 5 40.0 9.1 0.2 0.1 9.2
Totals 22 440.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.3-4. Plot 1.42 — Small

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover \Y
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 22.7 4.9 4.0 26.7
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 22.7 52.0 42.1 64.8
GRASS 5 5 100.0 22.7 55.7 45.1 67.8
THATCH 5 5 100.0 22.7 10.2 8.3 31.0
BARE GR 2 5 40.0 9.1 0.7 0.6 9.7
Totals 22 440.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-5. Plot 1.43 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 4 5 80.0 16.7 14 14 18.1
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 20.8 19.5 19.9 40.7
GRASS 5 5 100.0 20.8 62.5 63.8 84.6
THATCH 5 5 100.0 20.8 12.6 12.9 33.7
BARE GR 5 5 100.0 20.8 2.0 2.0 22.9
Totals 24 480.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-6. Plot 1.46 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 4 5 80.0 12.9 0.9 0.7 13.6
WOODY 4 5 80.0 12.9 0.4 0.3 13.2
CACTUS 5 5 100.0 16.1 10.2 7.6 23.7
FORB 5 5 100.0 16.1 28.5 21.3 374
GRASS 5 5 100.0 16.1 80.5 60.1 76.2
THATCH 5 5 100.0 16.1 10.2 7.6 23.7
BARE GR 3 5 60.0 9.7 3.2 2.4 12.1
Totals 31 620.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.3-7. Plot 1.49 — Small

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover \Y
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 21.7 9.7 8.4 30.1
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 1 5 20.0 4.3 0.1 0.1 4.4
FORB 5 5 100.0 21.7 52.5 45.4 67.1
GRASS 5 5 100.0 21.7 40.6 35.1 56.8
THATCH 5 5 100.0 21.7 12.1 10.5 32.2
BARE GR 2 5 40.0 8.7 0.7 0.6 9.3
Totals 23 460.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-8. Plot 1.56 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq  Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 21.7 2.0 2.3 24.1
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 1 5 20.0 4.3 0.6 0.7 5.0
FORB 2 5 40.0 8.7 28.5 33.2 41.9
GRASS 5 5 100.0 21.7 43.5 50.7 72.4
THATCH 5 5 100.0 21.7 7.8 9.1 30.8
BARE GR 5 5 100.0 21.7 3.4 4.0 25.7
Totals 23 460.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.3-9. Plot 1.57 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 19.2 3.4 3.6 22.9
WOODY 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 2 5 40.0 7.7 0.7 0.7 8.4
FORB 5 5 100.0 19.2 48.0 51.2 70.4
GRASS 5 5 100.0 19.2 335 35.7 54.9
THATCH 5 5 100.0 19.2 7.8 8.3 275
BARE GR 4 5 80.0 15.4 0.4 0.4 15.8
Totals 26 520.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.3-10. Plot 1.58 — Small

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover \Y
VIOLET 4 5 80.0 13.8 14 1.7 155
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 5 5 100.0 17.2 15 1.8 19.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 17.2 62.5 74.5 91.7
GRASS 5 5 100.0 17.2 15.0 17.9 35.1
THATCH 5 5 100.0 17.2 3.0 3.6 20.8
BARE GR 5 5 100.0 17.2 0.5 0.6 17.8

Totals 29 580.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

C.4 Medium Plot — Pipeline

Table C.4-1. Pipeline Plot 3.02 — Medium

Species # Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 18.9 27.1 22.8 41.7
WOOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 9 10 90.0 17.0 1.2 1.0 18.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 18.9 75.8 63.9 82.8
GRASS 10 10 100.0 18.9 2.7 2.3 21.1
THATCH 10 10 100.0 18.9 11.4 9.6 28.5
BARE GR. 4 10 40.0 7.5 0.5 0.4 7.9

Totals 53 530.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.4-2. Pipeline Plot 3.04 — Medium

Species #Plots  Total Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Rel. Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 17.5 17.0 13.3 30.9
WOoOoDY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 10 10 100.0 17.5 0.8 0.6 18.1
FORB 10 10 100.0 17.5 85.0 66.9 84.4
GRASS 10 10 100.0 17.5 13.8 10.9 28.4
THATCH 10 10 100.0 17.5 10.2 8.0 25.6
BARE GR. 7 10 70.0 12.3 0.4 0.3 12.6
Totals 57 570.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.4-3. Pipeline Plot 2.32 — Medium

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 25.0 36.6 18.9 43.9
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 25.0 60.6 31.3 56.3
GRASS 10 10 100.0 25.0 81.6 42.1 67.1
THATCH 10 10 100.0 25.0 15.0 7.7 32.7
BARE GR. 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 40 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.4-4. Pipeline Plot 2.06 — Medium
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 25.0 3.9 3.2 28.2
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 25.0 3.9 3.2 28.2
GRASS 10 10 100.0 25.0 98.5 81.2 106.2
THATCH 10 10 100.0 25.0 15.0 12.4 37.4
BARE GR. 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 40 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.4-5. Pipeline Plot 205 — Medium
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel. Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 9 10 90.0 23.7 4.7 3.8 27.5
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 9 10 90.0 23.7 4.7 3.8 27.5
GRASS 10 10 100.0 26.3 98.5 80.2 106.5
THATCH 10 10 100.0 26.3 15.0 12.2 38.5
BARE GR. 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 38 380.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.4-6. Pipeline Plot 2.13 — Medium

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 10 10 100.0 25.0 194 14.0 39.0
WOODY 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 10 10 100.0 25.0 194 14.0 39.0
GRASS 10 10 100.0 25.0 85.0 61.3 86.3
THATCH 10 10 100.0 25.0 15.0 10.8 35.8
BARE GR. 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Totals 40 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

C.5 Small Plot — Pipeline

Table C.5-1. Pipeline Plot 3.06 — Small

Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 20.0 34.0 23.0 43.0
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 3 5 60.0 12.0 0.8 0.5 12.5
FORB 5 5 100.0 20.0 85.0 57.6 77.6
GRASS 5 5 100.0 20.0 12.6 8.5 28.5
THATCH 5 5 100.0 20.0 15.0 10.2 30.2
BARE GR 2 5 40.0 8.0 0.2 0.1 8.1

Totals 25 500.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Table C.5-2. Pipeline Plot 2.27 — Small
Total Rel.

Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 25.0 26.1 15.8 40.8
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 25.0 57.5 34.8 59.8
GRASS 5 5 100.0 25.0 66.5 40.3 65.3
THATCH 5 5 100.0 25.0 15.0 9.1 34.1
BARE GR 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Totals 20 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.5-3. Pipeline Plot 2.33 — Small

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover \Y
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 25.0 25 1.3 26.3
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 25.0 33.0 17.6 42.6
GRASS 5 5 100.0 25.0 80.5 42.9 67.9
THATCH 5 5 100.0 25.0 71.5 38.1 63.1
BARE GR 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 20 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.5-4. Pipeline Plot 2.01 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 20.0 25 24 22.4
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 20.0 15.0 14.2 34.2
GRASS 5 5 100.0 20.0 85.0 80.2 100.2
THATCH 5 5 100.0 20.0 3.0 2.8 22.8
BARE GR 5 5 100.0 20.0 0.5 0.5 20.5
Totals 25 500.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.5-5. Pipeline Plot 2.15 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 20.8 44 34 24.2
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 20.8 67.0 51.8 72.7
GRASS 5 5 100.0 20.8 42.5 32.9 53.7
THATCH 5 5 100.0 20.8 15.0 11.6 324
BARE GR 4 5 80.0 16.7 0.4 0.3 17.0
Totals 24 480.0 100.0 100.0 200.0

Appendix E E-57



Table C.5-6. Pipeline Plot 2.08 — Small

Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 25.0 4.4 4.1 29.1
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 25.0 7.8 7.2 32.2
GRASS 5 5 100.0 25.0 80.5 74.7 99.7
THATCH 5 5 100.0 25.0 15.0 13.9 38.9
BARE GR 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 20 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.5-7. Pipeline Plot 2.10 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover v
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 25.0 0.5 0.4 25.4
WOODY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 25.0 3.0 2.4 27.4
GRASS 5 5 100.0 25.0 85.0 67.5 925
THATCH 5 5 100.0 25.0 375 29.8 54.8
BARE GR 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 20 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
Table C.5-8. Pipeline Plot 2.10 — Small
Total Rel.
Species # Plots Plots % Freq. Rel.Freq. Cover Cover 1\
VIOLET 5 5 100.0 25.0 15 1.3 26.3
WOoOoDY 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CACTUS 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
FORB 5 5 100.0 25.0 4.9 4.1 29.1
GRASS 5 5 100.0 25.0 98.5 82.2 107.2
THATCH 5 5 100.0 25.0 15.0 12.5 37.5
BARE GR 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Totals 20 400.0 100.0 100.0 200.0
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Table C.5-9. Violets

Speimen # Height MM  # Stems # Flowers

1 250 2 8
2 234 1 5
3 203 1 5
4 195 1 4
5 175 1 9
6 165 2 7
7 195 3 13
8 165 2 9
9 170 2 10
10 200 2 7
11 230 9 30
12 195 3 15
13 200 5 24
14 220 3 18
15 225 1 6
16 170 3 9
17 250 5 28
18 190 4 8
19 230 7 35
20 190 8 30
21 195 1 6
22 195 1 6
23 260 1 15
24 220 5 27
25 235 3 17
26 235 5 20
27 195 4 18
28 220 5 18
29 225 5 20
30 215 5 22
31 190 2 10
32 220 6 24
Average 208 3.4 151
Ranges 170 to 260 1t09 4to 35
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Appendix D — Butterfly Census Data

TRANSECT #1 2012

DATE

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

DATE

BEHA

DATE

BEHA

SEG

5/29

9/3

9/10

A-B

B-C

P

P

TP

FLY

TP

P

J-K

TOTAL

3-M

1-F

TIME

10:53

10:45

11:10

9:39

10:05

9:10

9:30

9:30

8:11

8:33

9:12

9:35

8:45

8:54

9:45

9:45

10:05

9:26

10:12

10:40

9:41

10:05

9:46

10:26

10:50

11:25

TEMP

82

76

78

81

83

84

85

71

74

78

81

78

79

78

79

89

90

85

86

82

82

78

78

75

75

80

82

73

73

TRANSECT #2 2012

DATE

BEH

DATE

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

DATE

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

DATE

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

BEHA

DATE

BEHA

BEHA

SEG

5/29

A-B

*

B-C

*

C-D

*

D-E

E-F

F-G

G-H

H-1

I-J

FL

J-K

P

K-L

L-M

M-N

N-0

0-P

P-Q

QR

TOTAL

1-M

1-F

TIME

11:06

12:02

11:30

12:10

10:13

10:53

9:33

10:04

10:12

10:32

9:44

10:05

9:45

10:05

9:20

10:08

8:30

8:50

9:14

9:40

9:59

10:18

10:44

11:02

10:24

10:44

10:30

10:53

11:30

11:50

TEMP

82

82

78

80

85

86

86

86

75

78

89

89

78

79

78

78

88

89

81

85

83

83

78

78

75

75

82

84

74

74
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TRANSECT # 3 2012

DATE |BEHA |DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |[DATE |BEHA |DATE BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE |BEHA |DATE BEHA
SEG | 5/29 6/6 6/15 6/19 6/26 7/3 7/11 7/20 7/24 8/1 8/7 8/14 8/22 9/3 9/10
1 A_B 1_M TP 1_M TP * * * * * * * * * * * * *
3 C_D Z_M TP * * 1_F FLY * * * * * * * * * * *
4| DE | 1M TP 1-F FLU g % z 1-F FLY * * * * * * * * *
50 EF | 4-m TP 2-M TP/NEC * 2-F FLY * * * * * * * * * * *
6| FG | 3™ TP 3-M,1-F | TP/FLU | 1-M,1-F | TP,NEC * 1-F NEC * * * * * * * * * *
7| GH | 4m TP * 1-M TP,NEC 1-F FLY * * * * * * * * * * *
9 I_J * 1_M TP * * * * * * * * * * * * *
TOTAL 23-M 11-M, 2-F 2-M,1-F 4-F 1-F 1-F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TIME 12:12 | 12:36 1:10 1:33 11:06 11:36 8:30 8:50 11:12 | 11:35 9:19 9:30 | 10:42 | 11:03 | 10:227 | 10:50 9:45 | 10:16 | 8:41 9:10 | 10:42 | 11:16 | 9:35 10:02 8:55 9:23 9:05 9:39 | 10:00 | 10:40
TEMP 83 89 81 83 86 86 84 84 78 82 81 82 79 81 78 78 92 95 80 81 85 86 77 77 70 70 72 78 70 70
TRANSECT #4 2012
DATE | BEHA | DATE | BEHA | DATE | BEHA | DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BAHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA DATE BEHA
SEG 6/6 6/15 6/19 6/26 7/3 7/11 7/20 7/24 8/1 8/8 8/14 8/22 9/3 9/10
l A_B * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
2 B_C * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
3 C_D * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
4 D_E * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
5 E_F * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
7 G_H * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
8 H_I * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
9 I_J * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
10 J_k * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
TOTAL 0 0 0 1-F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TIME 10:08 | 10:35 9:11 9:30 10:10 | 10:30 | 10:40 10:59 9:19 9:39 9:12 9:33 11:10 11:42 9:15 9:35 8:05 8:30 10:27 10:39 11:06 11:25 10:50 11:15 11:00 11:20 11:55 12:10
TEMP 74 76 80 80 86 89 75 76 81 82 78 78 78 79 89 90 75 79 86 86 78 78 75 76 85 86 74 75




INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Appendix E E-62



APPENDIX E3

PROTECTED SPECIES SURVEY FOR PROPOSED FUTUREGEN
SOIL-GAS MONITORING AND METEOROLOGICAL TOWER
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Specidlized Ecological Services

105 East Oak Street, Greenville, Illinois 62246

888-511-7735, 618-741-0426 (cell), bob@specialized-ecological.com

Matthew Mangan

Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Ecological Services
Marion lllinois Sub-Office
US Fish & Wildlife Service
8588 Route 148

Marion, lllinois 62959

Dear Mr. Mangan,

November 28, 2011

Re: Protected Species Survey

FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Incorporated
Soil-Gas Monitoring and Meteorological Tower Sites
Morgan County, lllinois

Enclosed is a copy of our report documenting the results of our survey for state and federal threatened and endangered
species at the above referenced project in Morgan County, lllinois, for FutureGen Industrial Alliance of Washington, D.C.
As indicated in our report, no threatened and endangered species were identified in the project area and no impacts to
threatened and endangered species are anticipated. | am also including the results of our survey for jurisdictional wetlands
at the project site. As reported, no jurisdictional wetlands were identified and no impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are

anticipated.

Please mail comments to:

FutureGen Alliance, Inc.

1101 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Sixth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20004

Contact Person: Mr. Ken Humphreys, CEO
Phone Number: (202) 280-6019

U.S. Department of Energy National Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Contact Person: Mr. Cliff Whyte, NEPA Compliance Officer
Phone Number: (304) 285-2098

Please include myself and Amanda Stegen, Research Scientist, Battelle on any correspondence.

Amanda Stegen

Battelle

902 Battelle Blvd

P.O. Box 999

MSIN K3-66

Richland, Washington 99352
amanda.stegen@pnl.gov
509-372-4511

Sincerely,
Specialized Ecological Services

Robert O. Rinella
Consulting Ecologist

Cc: Mr. Chris Burger, Patrick Engineering
Ms. Amanda Stegen, Battelle
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents an investigation of state and federal threatened and endangered species in
the vicinity of proposed construction of FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. facilities near
Jacksonville, Illinois. The current proposed action involves the installation of a meteorological
tower and soil-gas collection network in support of the FutureGen 2.0 Morgan County carbon
sequestration site. The network will provide samples of soil gas for evaluating baseline CO,
concentrations and, once site operations begin, a means of assessing possible increases in CO,
concentration or co-injected tracer compounds. The network includes one meteorological tower
and seven soil-gas monitoring chambers.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), 16 USC 1531-1544

The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531-1544) provides for the conservation of
threatened and endangered plants and animals and the habitats in which they are found.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains a list of endangered and
threatened species. Species include birds, insects, fish, amphibians, reptiles, mammals,
crustaceans, flowers, grasses, and trees. The law prohibits any action, administrative or
real, that results in a “taking” of listed species or an adverse impact to their habitat.
Likewise, import, export, interstate, and foreign commerce of listed species are all
prohibited.

Endangered Species Protection Act of 1972, 520 ILCS 10/11

The Illinois Endangered Species Protection Act (520 ILCS 10/11) is administered by the
[llinois Department of Natural Resources, Endangered Species Protection Board.
Procedures for coordination and consultation with the Board are described in the Illinois
Administrative Code, Consultation Procedures for Assessing Impacts of Agency Actions
on Endangered and Threatened Species. Species are protected if they meet at least one
of four definitions:

e Federally Endangered Species: Any species that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

e Federally Threatened Species: Any species that is likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

e State Endangered Species: Any species that is in danger of extinction as a
breeding species in Illinois.

e State Threatened Species: Any breeding species that is likely to become a state
endangered species within the foreseeable future in Illinois.

This Act requires agencies of state and local governments to evaluate, through a
consultation process with IDNR, whether actions authorized, funded, or implemented by
them are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Illinois-listed threatened or
endangered species or are likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of the
designated essential habitat of such species. When an agency has so consulted, and its
action is determined not to adversely impact any Illinois listed species or critical habitat
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of such species, the agency shall be deemed to have complied with its obligations under
the Act.
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STUDY AREA

Meteorological Tower

The meteorological tower will be installed on a small strip of pasture located
approximately 230 feet west of the soil-gas monitoring station, SG-1 (Illustration 1).
Planned coordinates are 90.060917W and 39.813090N.

Soil disturbance for the meteorological tower includes one concrete footing,
approximately 2 feet wide, 2 feet long, and 3 feet deep. Also, a pad of landscape pavers
(approximately 4 feet wide by 4 feet long) will be used to minimize vegetative growth
around the tower and solar panel.

Soil-Gas Monitoring Network

The soil-gas monitoring network will consist of six spatially distributed monitoring
locations (SG-1 through SG-6, Illustration 2), and one additional location at the site of an
abandoned oil and gas well (SG-OGW-1, Illustration 2). A second abandoned well, SG-
OGW-2, will be accessed for a one-time soil gas measurement but no permanent soil gas
collector will be installed.

The soil gas monitoring points SG-1 through SG-6 are located adjacent to county roads
on what is thought to be the public right-of-way between the road surface and private
property. However, selected locations may actually extend onto private property. All
locations are sited on high ground where saturation of the soil is least likely to occur.
Monitoring point SG-OGW-1 is located in the middle of a fenced pasture.

The soil disturbance caused by installation of the soil-gas monitoring collector at each site will be
approximately 2 feet wide, 2 feet long, and 3 feet deep.

FutureGen — Meteorological Tower & Soil Gas Monitoring 3 Protected Species Survey
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lllustration 1: Proposed meteorological tower location.
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sG2 | 39.80831 -90.06467

Martin Jean R Trustee
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Keltner W Dale
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8G3 39.80716 -80.07227
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8G5 39.81437 -80.07428

SG6 39.80000 -90.07244

References of Soil Gas Monitoring Points (Abandoned Oil & Gas Wells)
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90'FU0W

FutureGEN 2.0
Date: 10/18/2011
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lllustration 2: Proposed locations of soil-gas monitoring points.
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PURPOSE & PROCEDURE

A survey for protected species and their critical habitat was conducted using best professional
practice. Both the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Illinois Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Ecosystems and Environment were contacted for a list of potential protected species.
Based on this list, the flora and fauna of the proposed impact area were surveyed.

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

Prior to conducting the protected species survey, the Illinois Natural Heritage Database
was reviewed using the EcoCAT website (IDNR 2011a) and an inquiry to the IDNR
Division of Ecosystems and Environment. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife's “County
Distribution of Federally Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species
(USFWS 2011)” was also reviewed.

Field Survey

Pedestrian surveys for jurisdictional wetlands and protected species were conducted on
the subject property on November 1, 2011. Surveys were performed by Specialized
Ecological Services’ Consulting Ecologist, Robert Rinella. Vegetation identification was
performed by Specialized Ecological Services' Senior Botanist, James Lang.
Qualifications are provided in Attachment A.
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RESULTS

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

The Illinois Department of Natural Resources website lists 14 state and/or federally
protected species as potentially occurring in Morgan County (Table 1) (IDNR 2011b).
Consultation with the Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool, “EcoCAT”, found no
record of State-listed threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of the project

location.

Genus species Common name State Status
Agalinis skinneriana pale false foxglove threatened
Bartramia longicauda upland sandpiper endangered
Boltonia decurrens’ decurrent false aster threatened
Buchnera americana blue hearts threatened
Fundulus dispar starhead topminnow threatened
Fusconala ebena ebonyshell threatened
Hesperia ottoe ottoe skipper endangered
Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike endangered
Melanthium virginicum branchflower threatened
Polygala incarnata pink milkwort endangered
Pseudacris illinoensis Illinois chorus frog threatened
Schoenoplectus hallii Hall's bulrush threatened
Speyeria idalia regal fritillary threatened
Tropidoclonion lineatum |lined snake threatened

Table 1: Threatened and endangered species potentially

occurring in Morgan County (as of September 13, 2011).

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's “County Distribution of Federally Threatened,
Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species (USFWS 2011)” lists the Threatened
decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) with a range that includes Morgan County.
USFWS (2011) also lists the Endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) with “potential
habitat statewide” but no known occurrence in Morgan County. Finally, USFWS (2011)
lists the Threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea) with an
historic range that includes Morgan County. Lah (2003) notes that the orchid once
occurred in 33 counties of northern Illinois but is now only found in 9. There are no

known occurrences in Morgan County (IDNR 2011c).

'Boltonia decurrens is also Federally threatened.
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Of the protected species known to inhabit Morgan County, none are known by state or
federal authorities to inhabit the subject area. None of these species were observed
during the site visits. Because no impacts are expected, no mitigation is required.

Field Survey

No state or federally protected species were observed during field investigation. The
meteorological tower site supports cool-season grasses and common weeds. Various
grasses (Festuca arundinaceae, Phalaris arundinacea, Setaria spp.) and broadleaf weeds
(e.g. Plantago rugelii, Taraxacum officinale, and Trifolium spp.) were the dominant
herbaceous species. No woody species were observed.

Soil-Gas monitoring sites, SG-1-SG-6 as well as SG-OGW-1 supported cool-season
grasses and common weeds. Various grasses (Festuca arundinaceae, Setaria spp.) and
broadleaf weeds (e.g. Plantago rugelii, Taraxacum officinale, and Trifolium spp.) were
the dominant herbaceous species. No woody species were observed.

At the soil-gas monitoring site, SG-OGW-2, only remnants of agricultural species were
observed. In season, it would be planted in agricultural row crops. During field
observations, there were no live cultivated species present. Evidence of Glycine max and
Zea mays from previous plantings was observed.

Decurrent False Aster (Boltonia decurrens)

The decurrent false aster is a federally threatened species found on moist, sandy
floodplains and prairie wetlands along the Illinois River. It relies on periodic flooding to
scour away other plants that compete for the same habitat. It requires disturbed alluvial
soils.

Field survey revealed no suitable habitat for the decurrent false aster within the proposed
project area. Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the project will have no
effect on the decurrent false aster.

Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis)

The federally endangered Indiana bat may be found throughout most of the eastern
United States. Almost half of all Indiana bats hibernate in caves in southern Indiana.
Other states within the current range of the Indiana bat include Alabama, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, New
Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Vermont,
Virginia, West Virginia.

Indiana bats weigh approximately one-quarter of an ounce with a wingspan of 9 to 11
inches. Their fur is dark-brown to black. They hibernate during winter in caves or,
occasionally, in abandoned mines. During summer they roost under the peeling bark of
dead and dying trees. The migratory bat forms nursery colonies under the loose bark
and/or in cavities of trees during the summer months (between April 1 and September
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30). These nurseries are frequently within stream corridors with well-developed riparian
woods.

Field survey revealed no suitable habitat for the Indiana bat within the proposed project
area. Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the project will have no effect on
the Indiana bat.

Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea)

The federally threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid requires sun and a grassy habitat
with little or no woody vegetation. The orchid can be found in mesic to wet prairies.
Most populations occur in silt-loam soils derived from loess or glacial till (Bowles 1999).
Reproduction from seed is accomplished only with pollination by hawkmoths (Bowles
1999). Seedling establishment is also associated with the development of mycorrhizae
with soil-inhabiting fungi (Bowles 1999). The eastern prairie fringed orchid flowers
from late June to early July. Flowering may last 7 to 10 days. Seed capsules mature over
the growing season and are dispersed by the wind from late August through September.

Originally the species was present in 33 Illinois counties in the northern two thirds of the
state. Today, 20 populations may occur in six Illinois counties “concentrated in the
Chicago region, and single populations occur in cemetery prairies in eastern and west-
central Illinois counties (Bowles 1999 citing Bowles et al 1992). The decline of this
species is due to loss of habitat, mainly conversion of natural habitats to cropland and
pasture and the drainage and development of wetlands. Other reasons for the current
decline include succession to woody vegetation, competition from non-native species and
over-collection.

The eastern prairie fringed orchid was not observed during threatened and endangered
species field surveys in November 2011 (nor was it observed in previous visits to the site
in April of 2011). These surveys revealed no suitable habitat for the eastern prairie
fringed orchid within the areas affected by proposed project actions.

The Hoagland pasture, proposed as a site for the meteorological tower, may contain
habitat suitable for the eastern prairie fringed orchid. Soils at this site include silt-loam
and silty clay loam soils formed in loess. (NRCS 2011). The primary soil type of the area
is Tama silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded (NCSS 2011). The native vegetation
community of this soil is tall grass prairie (NRCS 2011).

The Hoagland Property has been converted to pasture. Conversion of habitat to
agriculture and pasture is one of the main causes of species decline. During field
investigation, cool-season grasses were the dominant vegetation type. Regular mowing
during the growing season is required to maintain this vegetation community. Interview
with the property owner, Butch Hoagland (Hoagland 2011) revealed that the property is
mowed twice per year and baled for cattle fodder. Bowles (1999, citing Sheviak 1990)
notes that mowing during the growing season may result in “failure to form the next
season's flower bud, inducing dormancy or even death the following season.”
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Although suitable soils for the eastern prairie fringed orchid may occur on the project
site, the habitat associated with these soils has been converted to cool-season pasture
grasses. Maintenance activities associated with this vegetation community preclude the
presence of the eastern prairie fringed orchid. There are no recorded occurrences of this
species n the vicinity of the project and recent field surveys indicate it is not present in
the project area (IDNR 2011b,c). Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the
project will have no effect on the eastern prairie fringed orchid.
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ATTACHMENT A: RESEARCHER QUALIFICATIONS

Bob Rinella, Environmental Professional and Wetland Ecologist, Specialized Ecological
Services. Three years with Southern Illinois University Cooperative Wildlife Research
Laboratory, fifteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Eighteen (18) years experience
with environmental research including wetlands, plant biology, wildlife biology, and
environmental planning. Master of Science in Environmental Studies at Southern Illinois
University, Bachelor of Science in Biology at Jacksonville University.

James Lang, PhD., Senior Botanist, Specialized Ecological Services. Twenty five (25) years
with Greenville College, thirteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Over thirty five
(35) years experience with plant biology and endangered species research. Doctorate in Botany
at Jlowa University, Master of Science in Botany and Bachelor of Arts in Science at University of
Arkansas.

Eric Ahern, Environmental Technician, Specialized Ecological Services. Two years with
Zahniser Institute for Environmental Studies, nine years with Specialized Ecological Services.
Eleven (11) years experience in environmental research including lacustrine water quality
studies, wetland restoration, and GIS/GPS mapping. Master of Science in Education at
University of Phoenix and Bachelor of Arts in Biology at Greenville College.
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Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool

Applicant: FutureGen Alliance IDNR Project #: 1205363
Contact: Ronald Swager Date: 11/15/2011
Address: 300 W. Edwards

Suite 200

Springdfield, IL 62704

Project: FutureGen 2 - Met Tower & Soil-Gas Monitoring
Address: 2907 Beilschmidt Rd, Alexander

Description: Installation of a meteorological tower and several soil-gas monitoring stations.

Natural Resource Review Results

The lllinois Natural Heritage Database contains no record of State-listed threatened or endangered species, lllinois
Natural Area Inventory sites, dedicated lllinois Nature Preserves, or registered Land and Water Reserves in the
vicinity of the project location.

Location

The applicant is responsible for the
accuracy of the location submitted
for the project.

County: Morgan

Township, Range, Section:

16N, 9W, 25 16N, 9W, 26

16N, 9W, 35

IL Department of Natural Resources Contact Local or State Government Jurisdiction
Rick Pietruszka Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

217-785-5500
Division of Ecosystems & Environment

Disclaimer

The lllinois Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or
condition of natural resources in lllinois. This review reflects the information existing in the Database at the time of
this inquiry, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being considered, nor should it be a
substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for environmental assessments. If additional protected
resources are encountered during the project’s implementation, compliance with applicable statutes and
regulations is required.
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IDNR Project Number: 1205363

Terms of Use

By using this website, you acknowledge that you have read and agree to these terms. These terms may be revised
by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcCoCAT application after we post changes to these terms, it will
mean that you accept such changes. If at any time you do not accept the Terms of Use, you may not continue to
use the website.

1. The IDNR EcoCAT website was developed so that units of local government, state agencies and the public could
request information or begin natural resource consultations on-line for the lllinois Endangered Species Protection
Act, lllinois Natural Areas Preservation Act, and lllinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act. ECOCAT uses databases,
Geographic Information System mapping, and a set of programmed decision rules to determine if proposed actions
are in the vicinity of protected natural resources. By indicating your agreement to the Terms of Use for this
application, you warrant that you will not use this web site for any other purpose.

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this website are strictly prohibited and may
be punishable under the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National Information Infrastructure
Protection Act.

3. IDNR reserves the right to enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website at any time without notice, or to
terminate or restrict access.
Security

EcoCAT operates on a state of lllinois computer system. We may use software to monitor traffic and to identify
unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm or otherwise to damage this site.
Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this server is strictly prohibited by law.
Unauthorized use, tampering with or modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may
subject the violator to criminal and civil penalties. In the event of unauthorized intrusion, all relevant information
regarding possible violation of law may be provided to law enforcement officials.

Privacy

EcoCAT generates a public record subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Otherwise, IDNR
uses the information submitted to EcCoCAT solely for internal tracking purposes.
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INTRODUCTION

This report documents an investigation of state and federal threatened and endangered species in
the vicinity of proposed construction of FutureGen Industrial Alliance, Inc. facilities near
Jacksonville, Illinois. Our investigation includes two possible characterization pad areas (the
Beilschmidt Property and the Hoagland Property), several truck pull-offs and road modifications
on Beilschmidt Road, and widening and extending an existing farm access road.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), 16 USC 1531-1544

The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531-1544) provides for the conservation of
threatened and endangered plants and animals and the habitats in which they are found.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains the list of endangered and
threatened species. Species include birds, insects, fish, amphibians, reptiles, mammals,
crustaceans, flowers, grasses, and trees. The law prohibits any action, administrative or
real, that results in a “taking” of a listed species or an adverse impact to their habitat.
Likewise, import, export, interstate, and foreign commerce of listed species are all
prohibited.

Endangered Species Protection Act of 1972, 520 ILCS 10/11

The Illinois Endangered Species Protection Act (520 ILCS 10/11) is administered by the
[llinois Department of Natural Resources, Endangered Species Protection Board.
Procedures for coordination and consultation with the Board are described in the Illinois
Administrative Code, Consultation Procedures for Assessing Impacts of Agency Actions
on Endangered and Threatened Species. Species are protected if they meet at least one
of four definitions:

e Federally Endangered Species: Any species that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

e Federally Threatened Species: Any species that is likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

e State Endangered Species: Any species that is in danger of extinction as a
breeding species in Illinois.

e State Threatened Species: Any breeding species that is likely to become a state
endangered species within the foreseeable future in Illinois.

This Act requires agencies of state and local governments to evaluate, through a
consultation process with IDNR, whether actions authorized, funded, or implemented by
them are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Illinois-listed threatened or
endangered species or are likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of the
designated essential habitat of such species. When an agency has so consulted, and its
action is determined not to adversely impact any Illinois listed species or critical habitat
of such species, the agency shall be deemed to have complied with its obligations under
the Act.

FutureGen — Morgan County 1 Protected Species Survey
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STUDY AREA

Beilschmidt Characterization Pad

The Beilschmidt Characterization Pad is located approximately 6 miles north of
Alexander, Illinois. This property occupies a 700 ft X 700 ft portion of the northeastern
quarter of the southeastern quarter of Section 25, Township 16 North, Range 9 West, 3™
Prime Meridian, in Morgan County. The area of the site is approximately 11.25 acres.
Topography within the site ranged between 540 and 570 feet msl. The property contains
agricultural fields.

Hoagland Characterization Pad

The Hoagland Characterization Pad is also located approximately 6 miles north of
Alexander, Illinois. This property occupies a 500 ft X 1340 ft portion of the eastern half
of the northwestern quarter of Section 25, Township 16 North, Range 9 West, 3™ Prime
Meridian, in Morgan County. The area of the site is approximately 15.38 acres.
Topography within the site ranged between 540 and 570 feet msl. The property contains
agricultural fields and grassed pasture.

Beilschmidt Road Improvements

Improvements to Beilschmidt Road include 5 truck pull-off areas and modifications to
three curves. These improvements are necessary to allow large trucks to safely access
Characterization Pads during construction. The first truck pull-off is located at the
intersection of County Highway 123 and Beilschmidt Road, on the south side of
Beilschmidt Road. Another pull-off is located approximately 1750 feet west of County
Highway 123 on the south side of Beilschmidt Road. A third pull-off is located
approximately 3540 feet west of County Highway 123 on the south side of Beilschmidt
Road. A fourth pull-off is located approximately 1 mile west of County Road 123 on the
south side of Beilschmidt Road. The fifth truck pull-off is located adjacent to the
Hoagland Characterization Pad on the east side of Beilschmidt Road. Each of these pull-
off sites measures approximately 30 ft by 150 ft.

Between County Highway 123 and the existing farm access road (described below),
Beilschmidt Road makes three 90° curves. Modifications to the road alignment would
affect areas on the inside of these curves. The first corner area of impact includes a
triangular area 150 feet wide by 150 feet long south and east of Beilschmidt road
approximately 4500 feet west of County Highway 123. Approximately 500 feet south
from the first curve, a second area of impact includes a triangular area 150 feet wide by
150 feet long on the north and west sides of Beilschmidt Road. Approximately 1350 feet
further west, an area of impact approximately 150 feet wide by 150 feet long is located
on the south and east sides of Beilschmidt Road.
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Farm Road Improvement and Extension

The existing farm access road begins near the northwest corner of the Beilschmidt farm.
This unnamed road extends south from its intersection with Beilschmidt Road for
approximately 2580 feet along the wester border of the Beilschmidt farm. The road
continues east, bisecting the Martin Property, approximately 2170 feet. An extension of
this road northward approximately 870 feet, roughly parallel to the eastern border of the
Beilschmidt farm, would allow access to the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad.
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PURPOSE & PROCEDURE

A survey for protected species and their critical habitat was conducted using best professional
practice. Both the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Illinois Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Ecosystems and Environment were contacted for a list of potential protected species.
Based on this list, the flora and fauna of the proposed impact area were surveyed.

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

Prior to conducting the protected species survey, the Illinois Natural Heritage Database
was reviewed using the EcoCAT website (IDNR 2011a) and an inquiry to the IDNR
Division of Ecosystems and Environment. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife's “County
Distribution of Federally Threatened, Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species
(USFWS 2011)” was also reviewed.

Field Survey

Pedestrian surveys for jurisdictional wetlands and protected species were conducted on
the subject property on April 27, 2011. Surveys were performed by Specialized
Ecological Services’ Consulting Ecologist, Robert Rinella. Vegetation identification was
performed by Specialized Ecological Services' Senior Botanist, James Lang.
Qualifications are provided in Attachment A.
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RESULTS

Preliminary Data Collection & Review

The Illinois Department of Natural Resources website lists 14 state and/or federally
protected species as potentially occurring in Morgan County (Table 1) (IDNR 2011b).
Consultation with the Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool, “EcoCAT”, found no
record of State-listed threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of the project

location.
Genus species Common name State Status
Agalinis skinneriana pale false foxglove |threatened

Bartramia longicauda  |upland sandpiper endangered

Boltonia decurrens’ decurrent false aster | threatened
Buchnera americana blue hearts threatened
Fundulus dispar starhead topminnow | threatened
Fusconala ebena ebonyshell threatened
Hespeia ottoe ottoe skipper endangered
Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike | endangered
Melanthium virginicum | branchflower threatened
Polygala incarnata pink milkwort endangered

Pseudacris illinoensis  |1llinois chorus frog |threatened

Schoenoplectus hallii Hall's bulrush threatened
Speyeria idalia regal fritillary threatened
Tropidoclonion lineatum |lined snake threatened

Table 1: Threatened and endangered species potentially
occurring in Morgan County (as of April 12, 2011).

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's “County Distribution of Federally Threatened,
Endangered, Proposed and Candidate Species (USFWS 2011)” lists the Threatened
decurrent false aster (Boltonia decurrens) with a range that includes Morgan County.
USFWS (2011) also lists the Endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) with “potential
habitat statewide” but no known occurrence in Morgan County. Finally, USFWS (2011)
lists the Threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea) with an
historic range that includes Morgan County. Lah (2003) notes that the orchid once
occurred in 33 counties of northern Illinois but is now only found in 9. There are no
known occurrences in Morgan County (IDNR 2011c).

'Boltonia decurrens is also Federally threatened.
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Of the protected species known to inhabit Morgan County, none are known by state or
federal authorities to inhabit the subject area. None of these species were observed
during the site visits. Because no impacts are expected, no mitigation is required.

Field Survey

No state or federally protected species were observed during field investigation. The
Beilschmidt Characterization Pad supports a single vegetation community, agricultural
row crops. Common species observed include Barbarea vulgaris, Capsella bursa-
pastoris, Conium maculatum, Erigeron canadensis, Lamium amplexicaule, Rananculus
abortivus, and Stellaria media. The Hoagland Characterization Pad and project areas
associated with improvements to Beilschmidt Road support cool-season grasses and
common weeds. Various grasses (Festuca arundinaceae, Phalaris arundinacea, Setaria
spp.) and broadleaf weeds (Barbarea vulgaris, Lamium amplexicaule, Rumex chrispus,
Taraxacum officinale, and Thalaspia arvense) were the dominant herbaceous species.
No woody species were observed. The project areas associated with the improvement
and extension of the existing farm access road contain primarily cool-season grasses and
common weeds, but also areas of agricultural row crop.

Decurrent False Aster (Boltonia decurrens)

The decurrent false aster is a federally threatened species found on moist, sandy
floodplains and prairie wetlands along the Illinois River. It relies on periodic flooding to
scour away other plants that compete for the same habitat. It requires disturbed alluvial
soils.

Field survey revealed no suitable habitat for the decurrent false aster within the proposed
project area. Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the project will have no
effect on the decurrent false aster.

Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis)

The federally endangered Indiana bat may be found throughout most of the eastern
United States. Almost half of all Indiana bats hibernate in caves in southern Indiana.
Other states within the current range of the Indiana bat include Alabama, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, New
Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Vermont,
Virginia, West Virginia.

Indiana bats weigh approximately one-quarter of an ounce with a wingspan of 9 to 11
inches. Their fur is dark-brown to black. They hibernate during winter in caves or,
occasionally, in abandoned mines. During summer they roost under the peeling bark of
dead and dying trees. The migratory bat forms nursery colonies under the loose bark
and/or in cavities of trees during the summer months (between April 1 and September
30). These nurseries are frequently within stream corridors with well-developed riparian
woods.
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Field survey revealed no suitable habitat for the Indiana bat within the proposed project
area. Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the project will have no effect on
the Indiana bat.

Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid (Platanthaera leucophaea)

The federally threatened eastern prairie fringed orchid requires sun and a grassy habitat
with little or no woody vegetation. The orchid can be found in mesic to wet prairies.
Most populations occur in silt-loam soils derived from loess or glacial till (Bowles 1999).
Reproduction from seed is accomplished only with pollination by hawkmoths (Bowles
1999). Seedling establishment is also associated with the development of mycorrhizae
with soil-inhabiting fungi (Bowles 1999). The eastern prairie fringed orchid flowers
from late June to early July. Flowering may last 7 to 10 days. Seed capsules mature over
the growing season and are dispersed by the wind from late August through September.

Originally the species was present in 33 Illinois counties in the northern two thirds of the
state. Today, 20 populations may occur in six Illinois counties “concentrated in the
Chicago region, and single populations occur in cemetery prairies in eastern and west-
central Illinois counties (Bowles 1999 citing Bowles et al 1992). The decline of this
species is due to loss of habitat, mainly conversion of natural habitats to cropland and
pasture and the drainage and development of wetlands. Other reasons for the current
decline include succession to woody vegetation, competition from non-native species and
over-collection.

The eastern prairie fringed orchid was not observed during threatened and endangered
species field surveys in April 2011. These surveys revealed no suitable habitat for the
eastern prairie fringed orchid at the Beilschmidt Characterization Pad, Beilschmidt Road
improvement areas, or farm access road improvement/extension areas.

The Hoagland Characterization Pad may contain habitat suitable for the eastern prairie
fringed orchid. Soils at this site include silt-loam and silty clay loam soils formed in
loess. (NRCS 2011). The primary soil type of the area is Tama silt loam, 5 to 10 percent
slopes, eroded (NCSS 2011). The native vegetation community of this soil is tall grass
prairie (NRCS 2011).

The Hoagland Property has been converted to pasture. Conversion of habitat to
agriculture and pasture is one of the main causes of species decline. During field
investigation, cool-season grasses were the dominant vegetation type. Regular mowing
during the growing season is required to maintain this vegetation community. Interview
with the property owner, Butch Hoagland (Hoagland 2011) revealed that the property is
mowed twice per year and baled for cattle fodder. Bowles (1999, citing Sheviak 1990)
notes that mowing during the growing season may result in “failure to form the next
season's flower bud, inducing dormancy or even death the following season.”

Although suitable soils for the eastern prairie fringed orchid may occur on the project
site, the habitat associated with these soils has been converted to cool-season pasture
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grasses. Maintenance activities associated with this vegetation community preclude the
presence of the eastern prairie fringed orchid. There are no recorded occurrences of this
species n the vicinity of the project and recent field surveys indicate it is not present in
the project area (IDNR 2011b,c). Therefore, FutureGen Alliance has determined the
project will have no effect on the eastern prairie fringed orchid.
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ATTACHMENT A: RESEARCHER QUALIFICATIONS

Bob Rinella, Environmental Professional and Wetland Ecologist, Specialized Ecological
Services. Three years with Southern Illinois University Cooperative Wildlife Research
Laboratory, fifteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Eighteen (18) years experience
with environmental research including wetlands, plant biology, wildlife biology, and
environmental planning. Master of Science in Environmental Studies at Southern Illinois
University, Bachelor of Science in Biology at Jacksonville University.

James Lang, PhD., Senior Botanist, Specialized Ecological Services. Twenty five (25) years
with Greenville College, thirteen years with Specialized Ecological Services. Over thirty five
(35) years experience with plant biology and endangered species research. Doctorate in Botany
at Jlowa University, Master of Science in Botany and Bachelor of Arts in Science at University of
Arkansas.

Eric Ahern, Environmental Technician, Specialized Ecological Services. Two years with
Zahniser Institute for Environmental Studies, nine years with Specialized Ecological Services.
Eleven (11) years experience in environmental research including lacustrine water quality
studies, wetland restoration, and GIS/GPS mapping. Master of Science in Education at
University of Phoenix and Bachelor of Arts in Biology at Greenville College.
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Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool

Applicant: FutureGen Alliance IDNR Project #: 1112068
Contact: Ronald Swager Date: 04/28/2011
Address: 300 W. Edwards

Suite 200

Springdfield, IL 62704

Project: FutureGen 2
Address: 2907 Beilschmidt Rd, Alexander

Description: Construction of Characterization and Injection wells for the purpose of sequestering CO2

Natural Resource Review Results

Consultation for Endangered Species Protection and Natural Areas Preservation (Part 1075)

The lllinois Natural Heritage Database contains no record of State-listed threatened or endangered species, lllinois
Natural Area Inventory sites, dedicated lllinois Nature Preserves, or registered Land and Water Reserves in the
vicinity of the project location.

Consultation is terminated. This consultation is valid for two years unless new information becomes available
that was not previously considered; the proposed action is modified; or additional species, essential habitat, or
Natural Areas are identified in the vicinity. If the project has not been implemented within two years of the date of
this letter, or any of the above listed conditions develop, a new consultation is necessary. Termination does not
imply IDNR's authorization or endorsement.
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IDNR Project Number: 1112068

Location

The applicant is responsible for the
accuracy of the location submitted
for the project.

County: Morgan

Township, Range, Section:

16N, 8W, 19 16N, 8W, 30

16N, 9W, 24 16N, 9W, 25

IL Department of Natural Resources Contact Local or State Government Jurisdiction
Tracy Evans IL Army National Guard
217-785-5500 Ronald Swager

Patrick Engineering

300 W. Edwards St.
Sprinafield. lllinois 62704-1907

Division of Ecosystems & Environment

Disclaimer

The lllinois Natural Heritage Database cannot provide a conclusive statement on the presence, absence, or
condition of natural resources in lllinois. This review reflects the information existing in the Database at the time of
this inquiry, and should not be regarded as a final statement on the site being considered, nor should it be a
substitute for detailed site surveys or field surveys required for environmental assessments. If additional protected
resources are encountered during the project’s implementation, compliance with applicable statutes and
regulations is required.
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IDNR Project Number: 1112068

Terms of Use

By using this website, you acknowledge that you have read and agree to these terms. These terms may be revised
by IDNR as necessary. If you continue to use the EcCoCAT application after we post changes to these terms, it will
mean that you accept such changes. If at any time you do not accept the Terms of Use, you may not continue to
use the website.

1. The IDNR EcoCAT website was developed so that units of local government, state agencies and the public could
request information or begin natural resource consultations on-line for the lllinois Endangered Species Protection
Act, lllinois Natural Areas Preservation Act, and lllinois Interagency Wetland Policy Act. ECOCAT uses databases,
Geographic Information System mapping, and a set of programmed decision rules to determine if proposed actions
are in the vicinity of protected natural resources. By indicating your agreement to the Terms of Use for this
application, you warrant that you will not use this web site for any other purpose.

2. Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this website are strictly prohibited and may
be punishable under the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act of 1986 and/or the National Information Infrastructure
Protection Act.

3. IDNR reserves the right to enhance, modify, alter, or suspend the website at any time without notice, or to
terminate or restrict access.
Security

EcoCAT operates on a state of lllinois computer system. We may use software to monitor traffic and to identify
unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information, to cause harm or otherwise to damage this site.
Unauthorized attempts to upload, download, or change information on this server is strictly prohibited by law.
Unauthorized use, tampering with or modification of this system, including supporting hardware or software, may
subject the violator to criminal and civil penalties. In the event of unauthorized intrusion, all relevant information
regarding possible violation of law may be provided to law enforcement officials.

Privacy

EcoCAT generates a public record subject to disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act. Otherwise, IDNR
uses the information submitted to EcCoCAT solely for internal tracking purposes.
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