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Executive Summary 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation 
District (NICTD) are conducting the environmental review process for the West Lake Corridor 
Project (Project) in Lake County, Indiana, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and other regulatory requirements. The purpose of the current study is to determine 
whether building a 9-mile southern extension of the existing NICTD South Shore Line (SSL) 
between Dyer and Hammond, Indiana, would negatively affect either of federal or state listed 
plant species. 

The Project team conducted a survey of vascular plants for the NICTD West Lake FEIS during 
the spring of 2017. A composite total of 322 plants was identified to the species level within the 
environmental survey area using 2015 and 2017 identifications. Floristic quality metrics (i.e., 
species richness, mean C value, floristic quality index [FQI]) for 25 mapped habitat areas and 
22 delineated wetlands were collected and reported, along with the individual Chicago Floristic 
Quality Assessment (FQA) Calculator inventory reports. The combined 2015/2017 floristic 
inventory did not yield any occurrences of federally listed plant species, namely Mead’s 
milkweed and Pitcher’s thistle. However, these efforts did result in the identification of three 
species listed as threatened or rare by the State of Indiana. Three woodland plots showed that 
most of the trees in the woodland habitats of the Project environmental survey area were live, 
healthy trees. Tree density for stems greater than 6 inches in diameter at breast height ranged 
from 113 per acre to 239 per acre. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



West Lake Corridor Floristic Quality Assessment and Threatened  
and Endangered Species Plant Survey Investigation  Executive Summary 

March 2018 vi 

This page is intentionally left blank. 

 



West Lake
and Endan

March 201

1 
The Fede
District (N
Project (P
Act (NEP
is being p
as the loc

1.1 
The purp
regarding
including
provide a
impacts o

1.2 
The envi
NICTD’s 
examined
technolog
conclude
Station in
area. Thu
Alternativ
Build Alte

1.2.1 

The No B
transport
Commiss
Agency f
through t
Metra Ele
Strategic

1.2.2 

The Proje
the town 
near Mai
operating
Transpor
would be
rail line a
and join w
Indiana, 

 Corridor Floris
ngered Species

8 

Introd
eral Transit A
NICTD) are 
Project) in L

PA) and othe
prepared as
cal Project s

Purpos
pose of this r
g natural res
g location an
a preliminary
of the Projec

Project
ronmental re
prior West L

d a broad ra
gies, and tra

ed that a rail-
n downtown 
us, NICTD a
ve) for more
ernative to p

No Build

Build Alterna
tation improv
sion’s 2040 
for Planning’
the planning
ectric Distric
c Business P

FEIS Pre

ect is an app
of Dyer and
n Street at t
g at grade on
rtation (CSX
e elevated fro
at Maynard J
with the pub
and continue

stic Quality Ass
s Plant Survey 

ductio
Administrati
conducting t
ake County,

er regulatory
 part of this 

sponsor resp

se of Rep
report is to p
sources in th
d general qu

y indication r
ct. 

t Descrip
eview proce
Lake Corrido
ange of align
ansit modes.
-based servi
Chicago wo

advanced a P
detailed an

provide a bas

d Alternativ

ative is defin
vements inc
Comprehens
’s (CMAP) G
 horizon yea

ct (MED) line
Plan (NICTD 

eferred Alt

proximate 9-
d city of Ham
he Munster–
n a separate

X) Monon Su
om 45th Stre
Junction. No
blicly owned 
e north. The

sessment and T
Investigation 

on 
on (FTA) an
the environm
, Indiana, in 
y requiremen
process, wit

ponsible for 

ort 
provide inform
he Project Ar
uality, and to
regarding the

tion 
ss builds on
or studies th
nments, 
. The studies
ice between

ould best me
Preferred Bu
alysis in the 
sis for comp

ve 

ed as the ex
luded in the 
sive Region

GO TO 2040
ar 2040. It al
e and Millenn

and Region

ernative 

-mile southe
mmond, India
–Dyer munic
e right-of-wa
bdivision rai
eet to the Ca
rth of the CN
former Mon

e Project wou

Threatened  

1-1 

nd the Northe
mental review
accordance

nts. A Final E
th the FTA a
implementin

mation 
rea, 
o 
e 

 
at 

s 
 the Munste

eet the trans
uild Alternati
FEIS. NEPA
arison to the

xisting transp
Northweste
al Plan (NIR

0 Comprehen
lso includes 
nium Station
nal Developm

ern extension
ana. Travelin
cipal bounda
y (ROW) to 
il line in Dye
anadian Nat
N line, the P
on Railroad 
uld relocate 

ern Indiana 
w process fo

e with the Na
Environment
as the federa
ng the Projec

er/Dyer area 
portation ne
ive (referred
A also requi
e Build Alter

portation sys
ern Indiana R
RPC 2011) a
nsive Region
capacity im

n, documente
ment Author

n of the exis
ng north from
ary, the Proje
be acquired

er and Munst
tional Railwa

Project alignm
corridor in M
the existing

Commuter T
or the West 
ational Enviro
tal Impact S
al lead agen
ct under NEP

and Metra’s
eeds of the n
d to as the FE
res conside

rnative. 

stem, plus a
Regional Pla
and the Chica
nal Plan (CM
provements
ed in NICTD
ity 2014). 

ting NICTD 
m the southe
ect would inc
d adjacent to
ter. The Proj
ay (CN) Elsd
ment would r
Munster and
 Monon Tra

Cha

Transportatio
Lake Corrid
onmental Po
tatement (F
cy and NICT
PA. 

s Millennium
northwest Ind
EIS Preferre
ration of a N

any committe
anning 
ago Metropo

MAP 2014) 
s to the exist
D’s 20-Year 

SSL betwee
ern terminus
clude new tr

o the CSX 
ject alignme

don Subdivis
return to gra

d Hammond,
il pedestrian

apter 1 

on 
or 
olicy 
EIS) 
TD 

m 
diana 
ed 
No 

ed 

olitan 

ing 

en 
s 
rack 

ent 
sion 
ade 
, 
n 



West Lake Corridor Floristic Quality Assessment and Threatened  
and Endangered Species Plant Survey Investigation  Chapter 1 

March 2018 1-2 

bridge crossing over the Little Calumet River and build a new rail bridge at the location of the 
former Monon Railroad bridge. The Project alignment would cross under Interstate 80/94 (I-
80/94) and continue north on the former Monon Railroad corridor to Sibley Street. From Douglas 
Street north, the Project would be elevated over all streets and rail lines using a combination of 
retaining walls, elevated structures, and bridges. The Project would terminate just east of the 
Indiana Harbor Belt at the state line, where it would connect with the SSL. Project trains would 
operate on the existing MED line for the final 14 miles, terminating at Millennium Station in 
downtown Chicago. 

 Four new stations would be constructed along the alignment; Munster/Dyer Main Street, 
Munster Ridge Road, South Hammond, and Hammond Gateway Stations. Each station would 
include station platforms, parking facilities, benches, trash receptacles, bicycle racks, and other 
site furnishings. Shelter buildings would only be located at the Munster/Dyer Main Street and 
Hammond Gateway Stations.The Project would include a vehicle maintenance and storage 
facility with a layover yard and traction power substation (TPSS) to power the overhead contact 
system, located just south of the Hammond Gateway Station, west of Sheffield Avenue. 
Additional TPSSs would be located at the South Hammond Station parking lot and 
Munster/Dyer Main Street Station. The TPSS would be enclosed to secure the electrical 
equipment and controls, with a footprint of about 20 feet by 40 feet. 
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2 Coordination with the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Indiana Department of 
Natural Resources, and Illinois Department 
of Natural Resources 

2.1 Federal Threatened and Endangered Species 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) administers regulatory authority over 
federally listed endangered and threatened species under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 United States Code [USC] §1531–1544). Under Section 7(a)(2), “each Federal 
agency shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, insure that any 
action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or 
adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined by the Secretary, after 
consultation as appropriate with affected States, to be critical, unless such agency has been 
granted an exemption for such action by the Committee pursuant to subsection (h) of this 
section.” 

As part of the initial efforts to identify potential federal threatened and endangered species in the 
West Lake Corridor DEIS Project Area in Lake County, Indiana, and Cook County, Illinois, the 
Project team accessed the USFWS Endangered Species Program website (USFWS 2014; 
NICTD 2016). Additionally, early coordination with the USFWS Bloomington Field Office 
resulted in the November 4, 2014, response letter that provided information regarding plant and 
animal species of potential occurrence in these counties, as well as known occurrences or 
absence of records in the DEIS Project Area. Table 2.1-1 includes the five federal threatened 
and endangered species of potential occurrence in the DEIS Project Area. 

Table 2.1-1: USFWS Threatened and Endangered Vascular Plant Species in the West 
Lake Corridor Project Area 

Species USFWS Status Cook County, Illinois Lake County, Indiana 

Dalea foliosa 

Leafy-prairie clover 

Endangered Endangered  

Platanthera leucophaea 

Eastern prairie fringed orchid 

Threatened Endangered  

Lespedeza leptostachya 

Prairie bush clover 

Threatened Endangered  

Asclepias meadii 

Mead’s milkweed 

Threatened Endangered Endangered 

Cirsium pitcheri 

Pitcher’s thistle 

Threatened  Threatened 

Sources: USFWS 2014, 2016. 
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Since the FEIS Preferred Alternative terminates at the Indiana-Illinois state line where the 
proposed railroad track would connect with the existing SSL, the focus of this technical report is 
limited to habitat in Indiana that could support threatened and endangered species. As a follow-
up, the Project team accessed the current USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation 
(IPaC) website (USFWS 2016) to obtain a current listing of potential plant species for Lake 
County, Indiana. 

2.2 Indiana and Illinois State Threatened and Endangered Species 

State endangered and threatened species of potential concern in the Project Area for Illinois 
and Indiana were originally identified during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
development stage as documented in the 2016 Natural Resources Technical Report (NICTD 
2016). Potential state-listed species for Illinois were identified via the Illinois Department of 
Natural Resources (IDNR) Ecological Compliance Assessment Tool (IDNR 2014) and personal 
communication with staff of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County. The Indiana County 
Endangered, Threatened and Rare Species List for Lake County includes 177 state 
endangered, threatened, rare, watch list, or extirpated species (Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources [INDNR] 2016a). Table 2.2-1 includes the state-listed species for the two-county 
DEIS Project Area. Since the Project Area for the FEIS Preferred Alternative is located entirely 
in Indiana, this survey does not address potential habitat for species of concern only in Illinois. 
According to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (INDNR) Early 
Coordination/Environmental Assessment response dated October 6, 2014 and February 3, 2017 
(Appendix A), there were no potential state-listed vascular plant species of concern for the 
Project Area in Indiana (INDNR 2014, 2017).  

Table 2.2-1: Indiana and Illinois Threatened and Endangered Vascular Plant Species 
in the DEIS Project Area 

Species Cook County, Illinois Lake County, Indiana 

Calopogaon tuberosus 

Grass pink orchid 

Endangered No vascular plant species of concern 
for Project Area 

Juncus alpinus 

Richardson’s rush 

Threatened 

Veronica scutellata 

Marsh speedwell 

Threatened 

Sources: Personal communication with staff of the Forest Preserve District of Cook County; IDNR 2014; INDNR 2014, 2017. 
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3 Previous Investigations 

3.1 NICTD West Lake Corridor Project Natural Resources 
Technical Report 

NICTD prepared the NICTD West Lake Corridor Project Natural Resources Technical Report 
(NICTD 2016) during development of the DEIS. This report discussed the early coordination 
efforts with federal (USFWS) and state (IDNR and INDNR) fish and wildlife agencies to identify 
threatened and endangered species of concern, including designated critical habitat, related to 
potential impacts that might result from any of the three alternatives and options under 
consideration in the DEIS phase. This report also discussed preliminary assessments and 
summarized potential natural areas in the Project Area in Illinois and Indiana, the majority of 
which were located in Illinois. Because the FEIS Preferred Alternative terminates at the state 
line where the proposed railroad track would connect with the existing SSL, the focus of this 
technical report is limited to habitat in Indiana that could support threatened and endangered 
species. 

The report identified six locations in the Indiana portion of the corridor (Areas P through U) that 
had potential natural habitats based on limited field reconnaissance and evaluation of aerial 
photographs. Table 3.1-1 describes these six locations and the associated habitat unit 
designation for these areas as referenced later in this survey report. 

No additional surveys or studies related to natural resources in the immediate Project Area were 
reviewed as part of this survey. 
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Table 3.1-1: Potential Natural Areas in the Indiana Portion of the FEIS Preferred 
Alternative Project Area 

2016 Technical Report 
Designation 

Description 
2017 Habitat Unit 

Designation(s) 

Area U 

North of 45th Street, 
Munster 

Mowed lawn and invasive, weedy shrub and tree species 
intermixed with parcels of developed commercial and 
industrial property with limited habitat potential due to small 
size and extent of development. 

H09, H10, H11 

Area T 

South of Fisher Street, east 
of Pennsy Greenway, 
Munster 

Wetland habitat on undeveloped parcel dominated by 
invasive species (Phragmites australis [common reed]), but 
with scattered Populus deltoides (eastern cottonwood) and 
Salix sp. (willow) and limited in value due to small size and 
surroundings. 

H14, H16 

Area S 

Little Calumet River, 
Hammond 

Highly disturbed river habitat dominated by invasive species 
with surrounding residential development and habitat limited 
to urban tolerant wildlife. 

H19 

Area R 

Vine Street to I-80, 
Hammond 

A strip of mowed lawn and strip of moderate quality prairie 
and woodland adjacent to the Monon Trail, with limited 
habitat potential due to size and configuration. 

H21, H22, H23, H24 

Area Q 

Grand Calumet River 

A narrow strip of highly disturbed habitat with no vegetative 
diversity and dominated by invasive species, but with 
waterfowl habitat potential. 

H29 

Area P 

Wabash Avenue and 
Brunswick Street, Hammond 

A small prairie remnant with moderate floristic quality and 
scattered trees adjacent to the SSL tracks between Wabash 
Avenue and Brunswick Street. 

H30 

Source: NICTD 2016. 
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4 Methodology 
The botanical scope of services for the Project included three components: (1) a floristic quality 
assessment (FQA), (2) a threatened and endangered species investigation, and (3) a woodland 
characterization survey. 

4.1 Floristic Quality Assessment 

The Project team conducted the floristic inventory for FQA through a pedestrian meander 
survey in all available habitats. The entire investigation area was divided into general habitat 
types, and a list of all woody and herbaceous vascular plant species identified in each specific 
area was generated. Because of the Project’s linear nature, the pedestrian surveys typically 
started at one intersecting crossroad or landscape feature and stopped at another crossroad or 
feature, provided the general habitat remained unchanged within this walk. For instance, a 
survey of plant species in the grassy field habitat associated with the Monon Trail between 
173rd Street and 165th Street was performed as an individual habitat unit, while a separate 
survey of the adjacent woodland habitat was performed immediately to the east, north of 173rd 
Street. This approach resulted in 30 habitat unit areas. Appendix B includes maps (18 sheets) 
that identify the individual habitat areas. 

Plants were identified in the field by one or two botanists walking through the environmental 
survey area covering as much of the surface area as possible. No time limit was set for each 
survey area for two reasons: (1) each individual survey area was of a different size; therefore, 
larger sites would naturally require more time to inventory using the same level of effort; and 
(2) some of the habitats were particularly difficult to navigate because of thick, woody 
underbrush of invasive bush honeysuckle, thus resulting in slower progress. When a species 
could not be readily identified in the field, a small voucher specimen was collected in a cooler for 
later laboratory analysis. When warranted, confirmation of voucher specimens was provided by 
Dr. Robert Mohlenbrock, PhD, from Biotic Consultants. 

To provide supplemental floristic quality data for the waters of the United States delineation 
report prepared by HDR, subset plant inventory lists were generated for many of the individual 
field-delineated wetlands in the investigation area. 

Because this survey was conducted in the early spring season of 2017, this inventory could be 
biased against the late summer blooming flora that might occur in these available habitats. 
Additionally, these individual habitat surveys are not considered to represent exhaustive 
inventories of the flora in the spring of 2017, since trace occurrences of several species 
undoubtedly were not encountered in the field. Nonetheless, this meandering transect-based 
methodology is considered to have more potential for identifying greater numbers of plant 
species than would a standardized random plot survey. 

The plant species lists for the individual habitat areas and the individual wetlands were coded 
into the Chicago Region FQA Calculator (Herman 2013). The Chicago FQA Calculator includes 
a listing of 3,348 plant species, varieties, and hybrids based on Plants of the Chicago Region, 
4th Edition (Swink and Wilhelm 1994). Taxonomic nomenclature for the Chicago FQA 
Calculator and this survey follows the National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar et al. 2014) and 
Vascular Flora of Illinois: A Field Guide, 4th Edition (Mohlenbrock 2014). In those instances 
when a plant was identified only to the genus level, it was omitted from the FQA analysis. 
Similarly, any plant that was identified as a species or a hybrid that was not included in the list of 
3,348 species was also excluded from the FQA analysis if an appropriate synonym did not exist.  
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Based on the plant species input data, the Project team used the following metrics generated by 
the Chicago FQA Calculator to summarize the quality of the botanical community for each area 
investigated: 

 Species richness – all species and native species 

 Mean C value – all species and native species 

 Floristic Quality Index (FQI) – all species, native species, and adjusted 

4.1.1 Species Richness 

Species richness represents the total number of species entered into the program for a specific 
survey area or wetland. Usually, although not always, larger survey areas generate greater 
numbers of species. To generalize richness relative to a unit of area, a metric representing the 
density of species per acre was calculated. 

4.1.2 Mean C Value 

The coefficient of conservatism (C value) is a number from 0 to 10 assigned to a plant species 
to represent its affinity for occurrence in disturbed versus more natural communities. It is not an 
indication of how rare the species is in Indiana, but it is a measure of the likelihood that the 
specimen was taken from a natural plant community (Wilhelm and Masters 1995) as opposed to 
a disturbed setting. For this reason, nonnative or adventive species are assigned a C value of 0, 
while native species that are more likely to be found in a natural community would have a high 
C value. Using the C values included in the Chicago FQA Calculator for each species identified 
in the vegetation inventory survey, a mean C value for a specific vegetation assemblage can be 
calculated. The mean C value is simply the average of all of the C values for the species 
identified in a specific area where C is the coefficient of conservatism for each species, and N is 
the total number of species. 

∑ 𝐶𝑖𝑖
𝑛=1

𝑁
 

Relative abundance or dominance of a species is not taken into account—there is no weighting. 
Additionally, the number of species inventoried does not influence the mean C value. 

4.1.3 Floristic Quality Index 

The FQI is an index that ranges from 0 to 60 and uses both the mean C value of the plant 
community multiplied by the square root of the total number of plant species. The FQI 
differentiates the quality of plant communities that might have similar mean C values but are 
decidedly different based on the degree of species richness. C is the coefficient of 
conservatism, and N is the total number of species in the sample area. 

(
∑ 𝐶𝑖𝑛
𝑖=1

𝑁
)√𝑁 

Again, this measure is independent of the size of the plant community inventoried and does not 
take relative abundance or dominance into account. Generally, a native FQI below 20 indicates 
disturbed conditions, whereas values between 20 and 35 represent moderate diversity and 
vegetation quality. Values above 35 represent higher-quality communities that include species 
with affinity for more-native, undisturbed conditions. Wilhelm and Masters (1995) suggest that, 
for well-designed and -implemented projects, an FQI value of 25 to 35 can be expected. 
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4.2 Endangered and Threatened Species Investigation 

In its November 4, 2014, coordination response, USFWS stated that neither Mead’s milkweed 
nor Pitcher’s thistle were known to occur in the West Lake Corridor Project Area (Appendix A). 
Similarly, in its October 6, 2014 response, INDNR stated that there were no known occurrences 
of state-listed species in the Natural Heritage Program’s data for a 0.5-mile buffer of the Project 
corridor (Appendix A). Because the methodology for the FQA component of the vegetation 
investigation was to identify all species encountered and comprehensively cover as much of all 
habitats in the investigation area as possible, the search for Indiana-listed endangered and 
threatened plants was incorporated into the FQA methodology. For this reason, no specifically 
targeted search for any one or group of listed species occurred. 

4.3 Woodland Characterization Survey 

The objective of the woodland habitat characterization survey was to provide a general 
description of the more notable woodland habitats within the environmental survey aera in terms 
of species composition and size class. To accomplish this, the Project team used a tree count 
inventory to survey about 20 percent or more of the woodland habitat identified in the 
environmental survey area. From previous experience and current coordination with USFWS in 
conducting woodland habitat characterizations for bat habitat, the Project team considered 
sampling 10 percent or more of each woodland habitat area potentially affected to provide 
suitable data regarding species composition, size classes, and snag density for habitat 
characterization. Woodland characterization was not conducted for the numerous narrow, linear 
tree row features along the old, abandoned Monon railroad tracks and the current Monon Trail. 

For survey plots F1 and F2 north of 173rd Street, a linear tract of woodland habitat parallel to 
the proposed alignment was marked in the field, and all trees with a diameter breast height 
equal to or greater than 6 inches from the western woodland edge to the eastern property 
boundary were included in the inventory tally. For survey plot F3, trees were identified in an 
irregularly shaped polygon, and the boundary was generally delineated using a handheld global 
positioning system (GPS) device. Data collected for each inventoried tree included the species 
name, diameter at breast height (in centimeters), and stage of decay. The stage of decay 
classification was based on British Columbia’s wildlife tree classification system (Figure 4.3-1). 
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Figure 4.3-1: British Columbia’s Wildlife Tree Classification System 

LIVE DEAD DEAD FALLEN 

Decay Class 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

     

approx. 2/3 
original 
height 

 

approx. 1/2 
original 
height 

 

approx. 1/3 
original height 

  

Description 

Live/healthy; 
no decay; tree 
has valuable 
habitat 
characteristics 
such as large, 
clustered, or 
gnarled 
branches, or 
horizontal, 
thickly moss-
covered 
branches.* 

Live/unhealthy; 
internal decay 
or growth 
deformities 
(including insect 
damage, broken 
tops); dying 
tree.*  

Dead; 
needles or twigs 
may be present; 
roots sound. 

Dead; 
no 
needles/twigs; 
50% of 
branches lost; 
loose bark; top 
usually 
broken; roots 
stable. 

Dead; 
most 
branches/bark 
absent; some 
internal decay; 
roots of larger 
trees stable. 

Dead; 
no branches 
or bark; 
sapwood/ 
heartwood 
sloughing 
from upper 
bole; decay 
more 
advanced; 
lateral roots 
of larger 
trees 
softening; 
smaller ones 
unstable. 

Dead; 
extensive internal decay; 
outer shell may be hard; 
lateral roots completely 
decomposed; hollow or 
nearly hollow shells. 

Debris; 
downed trees 
or stumps. 

* This classification system does not recognize root disease trees specifically. Such trees become unstable at or before death. 

Source: British Columbia Ministry of Forests (n.d.) 
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5 Results 
The Project team assessed habitats and identified vascular plant species in 2017 on April 28; 
May 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, and 10; and June 19. In 2015 (September 14, 17, and 30 and October 27), 
wetland floristic data were collected for multiple wetland areas throughout the Project Area 
under consideration in the DEIS phase. Data from the 2015 survey locations applicable to the 
FEIS Preferred Alternative under consideration in this survey have been integrated with the 
spring 2017 data for a collective FQA. Woodland characterization plot surveys were conducted 
on May 10 and June 19, 2017. 

5.1 Floristic Quality Assessment 

5.1.1 Habitat Units 

Field surveys of the 208.84 acres that make up the environmental survey area area yielded 
multiple general habitat types totaling 112.68 acres. The remaining 96.16 acres consisted 
largely of unvegetated landscape (that is, roads, rail lines, gravel lots, parking lots, commercial 
properties, miscellaneous pavement, or maintained residential properties). The 
112.68 vegetated acres within the environmental survey area were divided into 30 habitat units 
(see Appendix C for the FQA Summary Table and Worksheets). Habitat units H01 through H30 
were enumerated in a south-to-north direction to follow the direction of the milepost (MP) 
stationing for the FEIS Preferred Alternative alignment. In most instances, a habitat unit might 
consist of multiple community types (that is, maintained green space with an adjacent tree row). 
The Project footprint includes 147.58 acres (143.26 acres of permanent and 4.32 acres of 
temporary impact).  About 80.10 acres of the vegetated habitat units are within the Project 
footprint. Table 5.1-1 lists the general habitat types, the estimated amount of each type within 
the environmental survey area, and the amount calculated to be within the Project footprint. 

The inventory of vascular plants for the Project yielded a total of 322 vascular plants identified to 
the species level (including hybrids). An additional 14 specimens were identified to the genus 
level, some of which were nonnative occurrences escaped from cultivation, while others were 
likely native species lacking definitive identification characteristics.  

Appendix C provides a summary table of the floristic quality metrics for the 30 mapped habitat 
areas where floristic inventory data were collected along with the individual Chicago FQA 
Calculator inventory reports. Floristic plant lists were not generated for five of the delineated 
habitat units: H03 is a regularly tilled agricultural field; H07 is a small, disturbed, regularly 
mowed field in a commercial development landscape; H12 is a narrow, wooded ditch adjacent 
to the Lansing Country Club golf course; H15 is a section of the abandoned Monon railroad 
tracks with dense brush between two wetlands; and H27 represents three inner-city, regularly 
mowed green-space strips between Sibley Street and Douglas Street.  

Appendix D includes a master table of plants collected at each of the 25 habitat unit areas 
sampled. Appendix H includes representative photographs of the habitat areas. 
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Table 5.1-1: General Habitat Unit Descriptions and Areas within the Environmental 
Survey Area and the Project Footprint Area 

Species 

Habitat Unit(s) 

Area within 
Environmental 

Survey Area 
(acres) 

Area within 

Permanent 
Project 

Footprint 
(acres) 

Area within 
Temporary 

Project 
Footprint 

(acres) 

Maintained green-space field H27, H28 3.58 1.13 0.72 

Maintained green-space field and tree row H23, H25, H26 28.42 22.23 0.00 

Undeveloped residential lots H04 8.53 5.65 0.55 

Unmaintained field H07 0.53 0.28 0.06 

Unmaintained field with associated tree 
row 

H22 4.94 4.83 0.00 

Unmaintained field with scattered trees H01, H30 3.51 1.78 0.00 

Disturbed field and woodland H20 0.69 0.61 0.00 

Disturbed abandoned Monon railroad 
tracks and wetlands 

H10 0.71 0.24 0.06 

Disturbed scrub on abandoned Monon 
railroad tracks 

H15 0.82 0.74 0.01 

Disturbed young growth woodland H05 1.28 0.67 0.61 

Disturbed woodland and maintained green 
space 

H17, H18 10.01 9.21 0.01 

Disturbed ditch with associated tree row H12 0.82 0.00 0.07 

Disturbed mesic woods H21 6.65 4.36 0.00 

Disturbed narrow riparian woods H29 0.17 0.10 0.00 

Disturbed herbaceous floodplain and 
upper bank 

H19 0.71 0.52 0.08 

Disturbed forested wetland H14 0.54 0.01 0.07 

Disturbed forested wetland and mesic 
woods 

H24 5.29 2.15 0.00 

Disturbed emergent wetland H09, H11, H13, 
H16 

2.74 1.63 0.00 

Ditch emergent wetland H06, H08 5.18 2.58 0.65 

Ditch forested wetland and associated 
upper bank 

H02 1.83 1.65 0.00 

Agricultural field with emergent wetland H03 25.73 19.72 0.00 

Miscellaneous developed land  96.16 63.16 1.44 

 Total 208.84 143.26 4.32 

147.58 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 



West Lake Corridor Floristic Quality Assessment and Threatened 
and Endangered Species Plant Survey Investigation  Chapter 5 

March 2018 5-3 

5.1.1.1 Species Richness 

Figure 5.1-1 illustrates the native and nonnative species richness for each of the habitat units 
surveyed. Species richness ranged from as few as three species for the recently disturbed 
wetland area of habitat unit H13 (wetland 32) between the substation and the Lansing Country 
Club golf course south of Fisher Street. The greatest diversity was observed in the larger habitat 
units of H17 (n=100), H21 (n=100), and H24 (n=112). Habitat unit H17 is a 5-acre strip of 
disturbed woodland and maintained green space along the Monon Trail from Fisher Street to 
Ridge Road. Habitat unit H21 is a 6.6-acre tract of disturbed mesic woods east of Lyman 
Avenue and north of I-80/I-94. Habitat unit H24 is a mesic and wetland woods north of 173rd 
Street that parallels the Monon Trail east of Lyman Avenue. Excluding habitat unit H13, 
nonnative species accounted for between 18 percent (habitat unit H09) and 63 percent (habitat 
unit H28 at the Michigan Street park) of the inventory for each habitat unit surveyed 
(Figure 5.1-2). 

Figure 5.1-1: Species Richness for Habitat Units 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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Figure 5.1-2: Percentage of Nonnative Species Identified in Habitat Units 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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5.1.1.2 Mean C Value 

Figure 5.1-3 illustrates the native and nonnative mean C value for each of the surveyed habitat 
units. With few exceptions, the mean C value (all species) for the habitat units was less than 
2.0. The mean C value (all species) for each of the habitat units ranged from a low of 1.0 at 
habitat unit H13 to a high of 2.45 at habitat unit H09, a small, disturbed wetland surrounded by 
commercial development north of 45th Street.  

When considering just the native component of the vegetation (excluding habitat unit H13), the 
mean C value increased anywhere from 0.55 (habitat unit H09) to 2.61 (habitat unit H28) above 
that for all species. The smaller increase at H09 reflects conditions in which adventives have 
less of an effect on the metric. In contrast, the greater increase for habitat unit H28 is an effect 
of the large number of adventives (n=12) compared to native (n=7) species identified at the site. 

Figure 5.1-3: Mean C Value for Habitat Units 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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5.1.1.3 Floristic Quality Index 

Figure 5.1-4 illustrates the native and nonnative FQI for each of the surveyed habitat units. The 
FQI (all species) for each habitat unit is less than 20 regardless of the size of the site surveyed 
and the number of species identified. When considering only the native species for each 
surveyed habitat unit, the FQI is increased to 20 or more at only six habitat units (H01, H18, 
H21, H24, H25, and H30). The lack of diversity and the influence of nonnative species on the 
vegetative quality of habitats in the Project Area are evident in the fact that more than half of the 
habitat units (n=17) surveyed have FQI values of 15 or less. FQI values for these more-
disturbed habitats ranged from 1.73 to 18.57 for all species and from 1.73 to 24.95 for only 
native species. Collectively, these values support the expectation that the available habitat in 
this urban/suburban setting does not represent natural communities. 

Figure 5.1-4: FQI Values for Habitat Units 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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5.1.2 Wetland-only Habitats 

Floristic inventory data were generated for the 22 wetlands (24 individual polygons) that were 
identified in the DEIS phase. This effort represents a composite of floristic inventory data from 
2015 and 2017. For some wetlands, the data presented were collected in the fall of 2015. Since 
floristic inventories for some wetlands could not be conducted in 2015, FQA has been based on 
the spring 2017 survey conducted by the Project team. For the remaining wetlands, fall 2015 
inventories were combined with spring 2017 inventories for a composite sampling.  

Table 5.1-2 illustrates the inventory sampling by wetland. A summary table of the wetland 
floristic quality is provided in Appendix E along with the individual Chicago FQA Calculator 
inventory reports. Appendix F includes a master table of plants identified at each of these 
wetlands. 

Table 5.1-2: Wetlands Sampled in the FQA 

2015a 
2015a 
2017b 2017b 

W1, W2, W3, W4, W5, W6, W7, W36, 
W40 

W8, W9, W10, W12, W33, W34, W38, W39 W11, W17, W32, W35, W37 

Source: a NICTD 2016. 
b Lochmueller Group 2017. 

5.1.2.1 Species Richness 

Figure 5.1-5 illustrates the native and nonnative species richness for each of the wetland 
features for which a floristic inventory was conducted. The vast majority of the wetlands 
surveyed had fewer than 20 species identified. This is both a function of true poor diversity and 
early spring seasonal sampling that excludes species that have not yet developed. The greatest 
species richness was from wetlands W9 (n=6), W8/10 (n=70), W38 (n=57), and W39 (n=50). 
Nonnative species accounted for between 13 and 52 percent of the inventory for each of the 
wetlands surveyed with greater than 5 species, excluding wetland W32 (Figure 5.1-6). 
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Figure 5.1-5: Species Richness for Wetlands 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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Figure 5.1-6: Percentage of Nonnative Species Identified in Wetlands 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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5.1.2.2 Mean C Value 

Figure 5.1-7Figure 5.1-7 illustrates the native and nonnative mean C value for each of the 
wetlands inventoried. The mean C value (all species) for the wetlands ranged from a low of 1.00 
at the recently disturbed wetland W32 to 3.53 at wetland W9 (a small triangle wetland at the 
southern terminus between Sheffield Avenue and the CSX railroad tracks). The average of the 
C values (all species) for all of the wetlands was 1.64, while for native species the average was 
2.28. 

Figure 5.1-7: Mean C Value for Wetlands 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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5.1.2.3 Floristic Quality Index 

Figure 5.1-8 illustrates the native and nonnative FQI for each of the wetlands inventoried. The 
FQI values for the wetlands varied greatly and ranged from 1.73 at wetland W32 to 14.56 at 
wetland W9 (all species), the unmaintained field with young tree growth at the southern 
terminus of the Project Area. For native species only, the range increased from 1.73 to 19.35. 
These low values indicate disturbed habitat conditions with low diversity and high percentages 
of adventive species. 

Figure 5.1-8: FQI Values for Wetlands 

 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 

5.2 Threatened and Endangered Species 

5.2.1 USFWS Threatened and Endangered Species 

Under the No Build Alternative, no adverse permanent or temporary impacts on federally-listed 
plant species would occur as a result of the Project. 

The 2017 floristic inventory of the FEIS Preferred Alternative environmental survey area did not 
yield any occurrences of USFWS federally listed plant species, namely the leafy prairie clover, 
eastern prairie-fringed orchid, prairie bush clover, Mead’s milkweed, or Pitcher’s thistle. The 
Project team did not consider the available disturbed habitats within the environmental survey 
area reviewed as part of this study to be suitable for supporting any of these species. 
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5.2.1.1 Dalea foliosa (Leafy Prairie Clover) 

Status: Leafy prairie clover was proposed for listing as endangered by USFWS on March, 27 
1990 (USFWS 1990) with the final rule effective May 31, 1991 (USFWS 1991). Globally, it is 
considered imperiled (G2) and rare or uncommon (G3) (NatureServe 2017). It is considered 
critically imperiled (S1) in Illinois where it is listed as endangered (Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Board 2015). There are 29 known populations in three states—Alabama (2), Illinois 
(3), and Tennessee (24)—but many of these populations are not likely to persist under their 
current habitat conditions. Thirteen populations are considered to have high to moderate 
viability with potential for recovery and persistence, and, of these, 10 populations are protected 
to some degree (USFWS 1996). It is not currently known to occur in Indiana (USFWS 1996). 

Description: Leafy prairie clover is a perennial legume wildflower of the Fabaceae (legume) 
family about 1 to 2 feet tall, branching occasionally to frequently; stems and branches are green 
and round to angular and hairless; leaves are alternate 
compound with 5 to 15 pairs of leaflets with a terminal leaflet 
and up to 3 inches long; leaflets are green 3/8 inch to 1/8 inch 
wide, hairless, entire, and with short petioles and tiny pointed 
tips; upper stems terminate in individual spikes of flowers that 
are short and cylindrical; individual flowers and their bracts 
are densely crowded together along the length of each spike 
in all directions; petals are rose-pink (rarely white), while their 
sepals and bracts are green-white; each flower has five 
petals, five sepals, five stamens, and a pistil with a single 
style; flowers are replaced by a short seedpod with a slender 
beak that is largely enclosed by the persistent sepals with 
each seedpod containing one to two smooth seeds 
(Hilty n.d.). 

Distribution/Range (Full Range and Illinois Range): The distributional center for leafy prairie 
clover is the limestone cedar glades of central Tennessee and northern Alabama, where the 
species is considered nearly endemic (Baskin and Baskin 1973); disjunct in Illinois, where it is 
now restricted to dolomite prairies on river terraces in the northeastern part of the state (Kurz 
and Bowles 1981); and occurring with the glade endemic Dalea gattingeri in Tennessee and 
Alabama and with Dalea purpurea in Illinois (Mahler 1970; Swink and Wilhelm 1994). 

Habitat: Leafy prairie clover is found in prairie remnants along the Des Plains River in Illinois, in 
thin soils over limestone substrate. In Alabama and Tennessee, it lives in prairie-like areas on 
the edges of cedar glades. It favors sites with a wet spring and fall and a dry summer (USFWS 
1997). 

Threats/Cumulative Impacts: Threats come from residential and 
commercial development, road construction, off-road vehicle use, 
and grazing by rabbits and deer (USFWS 1997). 

5.2.1.2 Platanthera leucophaea (Eastern Prairie Fringed 
Orchid) 

Status: Eastern prairie fringed orchid was proposed for listing as 
threatened by USFWS on October 11, 1988 (USFWS 1988a), with 
final rule effective September 28, 1989 (USFWS 1989; 54 Federal 
Register 39857). The 5-year status review was initiated on July 27, 
2007 (72 Federal Register 41348) and received regional 

Eastern Prairie  
Fringed Orchid 

(Platanthera leucophaea) 
Photo Credit: Mike Redmer 

Leafy Prairie Clover 
(Dalea foliosa) 
Photo Credit: USFWS 
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concurrence on August 10, 2010 (USFWS n.d.). Globally, it is considered imperiled (G2) and 
rare or uncommon (G3) (NatureServe 2017). In Indiana and Illinois, it is considered critically 
imperiled (S1) and is listed as endangered in both states (Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Board 2015; INDNR 2016b). It currently is known to persist in 59 populations in six 
states. Most populations are in Wisconsin, Illinois, Michigan, and Ohio. Only 15 of the extant 
populations in the United States have full legal protection, and 11 populations have serious 
management problems. Six U.S. populations are considered to have high viability with potential 
for long-term persistence, and four of these sites have full legal protection (USFWS 1999). 

Description: Eastern prairie fringed orchid belongs to the Orchidaceae (orchid) family. It is 8 to 
40 inches tall with an upright leafy stem and a flower cluster with 3-to-8-inch lance-shaped 
leaves. Each plant has one single flower spike composed of 5 to 40 creamy white flowers, each 
having a three-part fringed lip less than 1 inch long and a nectar spur which is about 1 to 
2 inches long (USFWS 2015). 

Distribution/Range (Full Range and Indiana Range): Eastern prairie fringed orchid has extant 
populations in six states: Illinois (22 populations), Wisconsin (13 populations), Michigan (12 
populations), Ohio (9 populations), Iowa (2 populations), and Maine (1 population) (USFWS 
1999). 

Habitat: Eastern prairie fringed orchid occurs in a wide variety of habitats, from mesic prairie to 
wetlands such as sedge meadows, marsh edges, and even bogs. It requires full sun for 
optimum growth and flowering, with seeds dependent upon the appropriate soil fungi for 
seedlings to become established (USFWS 2015). Flowering begins from late June to early July 
and lasts from 7 to 10 days, with blossoms often rising just above the height of the surrounding 
grasses and sedges (USFWS 2015). 

Threats/Cumulative Impacts: Threats include habitat destruction, fire suppression and woody 
vegetation encroachment, impacts to pollinator populations, competition from nonnative plant 
species, overutilization for commercial and scientific purposes, and lack of existing regulatory 
mechanisms for occurrences on privately owned land (USFWS 1999). 

5.2.1.3 Lespedeza leptostachya (Prairie Bush Clover) 

Status: Prairie bush clover was proposed for listing as threatened by 
USFWS on December 6, 1985 (USFWS 1985) with the final rule 
effective February 9, 1987 (USFWS 1987a). Globally, it is rare or 
uncommon (G3) (NatureServe 2017). In Illinois, it is considered 
critically imperiled (S1) and is listed as endangered (Illinois 
Endangered Species Protection Board 2015). It is found in Illinois, 
Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Iowa (USFWS 2009). There are no records 
for the species in Indiana. 

Description: Prairie bush clover is a perennial forb of the Fabaceae 
(legume) family. It has loose spikes, interrupted, with flowers 0.15 to 
0.23 inch; spikes are 0.78 to 1.18 inch long on peduncles 0.39 to 
0.79 inch long; flowers are ochre-colored with the corolla about equal 
to the calyx; fruits are densely hairy and equal to the calyx; leaflets are 
narrowly oblong and 0.39 to 1.57 inch long by 0.12 to 0.27 inch wide, 
obtuse and tipped with a short, sharp, abrupt point, sparsely hairy 
above, silky beneath; petioles are 0.16 to 0.39 inch long (Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources [WDNR] 2016). It blooms in late July through late August and 
fruits early August through early September (WDNR 2016). 

Prairie Bush Clover 
(Lespedeza leptostachya) 

Photo Credit: Phil Delphey 
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Distribution/Range (Full Range and Illinois Range): Prairie bush clover is a Midwestern 
“endemic” that occurs only in the tallgrass prairie of the upper Mississippi River Valley (USFWS 
2009), with the majority of plants occurring in and near the Des Moines River Valley of 
southwestern Minnesota and the nearby lakes region of northwestern Iowa (Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources [MDNR] n.d.). In Illinois, monitoring of populations of this 
federally threatened species is ongoing in the gravel hill prairie at Nachusa Grasslands in 
Franklin Grove and at Harlem Hills Nature Preserve (part of Rock Cut State Park in Rockford) 
(Chicago Botanic Garden n.d.). 

Habitat: This plant is found in gravelly or sandy hillside prairies with soils dry, sandy and 
gravelly, and in dry prairie, dry-mesic prairie, and mesic prairie landscapes (WDNR 2016). The 
majority of Minnesota populations of prairie bush clover occur in prairies that have been or are 
presently used as pasture (MDNR n.d.). Seed viability is low, but once established, it is a long-
lived species that is known to live for 20 years or longer (MDNR n.d.). 

Threats/Cumulative Impacts: Prairie bush clover is rare because of loss and degradation of its 
prairie habitat; therefore, conservation considerations should be directed toward maintaining 
surviving prairie remnants that harbor this species (MDNR n.d.). Prescribed burns should be 
conducted in early spring before the plants appear above ground, since seedlings are very 
vulnerable to fire (MDNR n.d.). Some surviving populations are threatened by conversion of 
pasture to cropland, overgrazing, agricultural expansion, herbicide application, urban expansion, 
rock quarrying, transportation ROW maintenance and rerouting, and hybridization with the more 
common round-headed bush clover (USFWS 2009). 

5.2.1.4 Asclepias meadii (Mead’s Milkweed) 

Status: Mead’s milkweed was proposed for listing as threatened by 
USFWS on October 21, 1987 (USFWS 1987b) with the final rule 
effective October 3, 1988 (USFWS 1988b). Globally, it is considered 
imperiled (G2) (NatureServe 2017). Its historic range includes Indiana, 
Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Wisconsin (USFWS 1988b). In 
Illinois, it is considered imperiled (S2) and is listed as endangered 
(Illinois Endangered Species Protection Board 2015), whereas in 
Indiana it is considered extirpated (SX) and is listed as endangered 
(INDNR 2016b). It currently is known to persist at 171 sites in 34 
counties in eastern Kansas, Missouri, south-central Iowa, and southern 
Illinois. Populations no longer occur in Wisconsin and Indiana, even 
though population restoration efforts are being made in Illinois, Indiana, 
and Wisconsin by introducing Mead’s milkweed into suitable habitat 
(USFWS 2003). Restoration efforts at Biesecker Prairie in Lake 
County, Indiana, showed 57.5 percent survivorship (Bowles et al. 
2001). 

Description: Mead’s milkweed is a long-lived tallgrass prairie herb of the Asclepiadaceae 
(milkweed) family (USFWS 2005). The Mead’s milkweed is readily distinguished from other 
milkweed species by a combination of smooth “stalkless” opposite leaves with a herringbone 
venation and a single nodding umbel (a type of flower cluster) consisting of large, fragrant, 
greenish-cream flowers (USFWS 2003). It flowers as early as late May in the south through 
middle to late June in the north as pollinated by small bumblebees and miner bees. Young, 
green fruit pods appear by late June and reach a maximum length of 1.5 to 4 inches by late 
August or early September. Hairy seeds reach maturity by mid-October (USFWS 2005). 

Mead’s Milkweed 
(Asclepias meadii) 
Photo Credit: Mike Redmer 
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Distribution/Range (Full Range and Indiana Range): The range of Mead’s milkweed follows 
the tallgrass prairie, extending from eastern Kansas through Missouri, Iowa, and Illinois to 
southwestern Wisconsin and northwestern Indiana, with outlier populations in southeastern 
Missouri and southern Illinois (Bowles et al. 2001). No natural populations are known in Indiana. 
At Biesecker Prairie in Lake County, Indiana, restoration efforts have planted many individual 
Mead’s milkweed plants. 

Habitat: Mead’s milkweed requires moderately wet (mesic) to moderately dry (dry mesic) 
upland tallgrass prairie or glade/barren habitat characterized by vegetation adapted for drought 
and fire, and persists in stable late-successional prairie (USFWS 2005). 

Threats/Cumulative Impacts: Mead’s milkweed is federally threatened because of habitat loss, 
habitat fragmentation, and hay mowing (USFWS 2005). Mead’s milkweed is also threatened by 
the destruction and alteration of tallgrass prairie due to farming along with residential and 
commercial development. Sites known to have Mead’s milkweed were destroyed by plowing 
and land development. Smaller habitat fragments support lower numbers of plants, so 
fragmentation might hasten or explain the loss of genetic diversity and the failure of this plant to 
sexually reproduce. Populations with low numbers might not attract sufficient numbers or types 
of pollinators. Most Kansas and Missouri populations occur in prairie hay fields where mowing 
typically takes place in late June to early July, which removes immature Mead’s milkweed fruits 
and prevents completion of the plant’s life cycle. 

5.2.1.5 Cirsium pitcheri (Pitcher’s Thistle) 

Status: Pitcher’s thistle was proposed for listing as threatened by 
USFWS on July 20, 1987 (USFWS 1987c) with the final rule effective 
August 11, 1988 (USFWS 1988c). Globally, it is considered imperiled 
(G2) and rare or uncommon (G3) (NatureServe 2017). It is considered 
critically imperiled (S1) in Illinois and is imperiled (S2) in Indiana. It is 
listed as threatened in both states (Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Board 2015; INDNR 2016b). There are 173 known 
occurrences in Michigan (90 percent), Indiana (5 percent) and 
Wisconsin (5 percent) (USFWS 2002). 

Description: Pitcher’s thistle is a member of the Asteraceae (aster) 
family. It has a silvery appearance due to the dense, white, woolly hairs 
covering the bluish-green leaves and stems (Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources [MIDNR] n.d.). It is from 5 inches to 3.5 feet tall. 
Leaves are up to 1 foot long and are deeply divided into narrow, often spine-tipped segments. 
Prickly flower heads bloom from June to September and are cream-colored or slightly pinkish, 
with a faint, pleasant smell. The plant has two phases: flowering and non-flowering. It can be 
confused with wormwood; however, the latter has spines and finely divided leaves, often with 
purple at their base. 

Distribution/Range (Full Range and Indiana Range): Pitcher’s thistle grows only on 
shorelines or sand dunes of the Great Lakes in Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsin, and Ontario, 
Canada. It is restricted to the dunes of Lakes Michigan and Huron and a few dune sites along 
Lake Superior. It was once found in Illinois on the shore of Lake Michigan but is now extirpated 
there (MIDNR n.d.). 

Habitat: Pitcher’s thistle is found most frequently in the near-shore plant communities (USFWS 
2002). This shoreline plant requires open, windblown sand dunes or low, open beach ridges. It 
can withstand the desert-like environment of Michigan’s sand dunes because its root can 

Pitcher’s Thistle 
(Cirsium pitcheri) 

Photo Credit: USFWS 
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penetrate more than 6 feet into the sand, and its silvery hairs help retain water and reflect the 
sun’s rays (MIDNR n.d.). This plant has been found associated with glossy-leaved dune 
grasses, the red-fruited bearberry, the bright-yellow-orange puccoon, and the blue bellflower in 
Michigan (MIDNR n.d.). 

Threats/Cumulative Impacts: Pitcher’s thistle is threatened by loss of habitat due to increased 
human activity in shoreline areas because of heavy foot traffic (trampling) in dune areas and 
along the shoreline (MIDNR n.d.). Additional threats are development (residential and 
commercial), sand mining, beach and dune stabilization projects, certain types of frequent 
recreational activities, snow removal, placement of rip-rap, fragmentation, and even 
hybridization with other Cirsium species (USFWS 2002). 

5.2.2 INDNR Threatened and Endangered Species 

Under the No Build Alternative, no adverse permanent or temporary impacts on federally-listed 
plant species would occur as a result of the Project. 

Collectively, the 2015 wetland investigation efforts and the 2017 floristic inventory survey 
identified 322 vascular plants as species or hybrids. Cross-referencing this list with the 
Endangered, Threatened, Rare, and Extirpated Plants of Indiana (INDNR 2016b) yielded three 
species designated as threatened (one) or rare (two). 

The following sections briefly describe each species and general location within the FEIS 
Preferred Alternative environmental survey area. The description includes the habitat units in 
which each species was documented and the sheet numbers of the vegetation community type 
(Appendix B) in which the habitat units are depicted. Identifications of Carex bebbii, Catalpa 
speciosa, and Pinus strobus were conducted in 2015 and/or in 2017. 

5.2.2.1 Carex bebbii (Bebb’s Sedge) – Indiana State Threatened 

This obligate wetland plant of the Cyperaceae (sedge) family is a sedge with culms in tufts; 
sessile spikelets with the staminate flowers borne below the pistillate; scale-like perigynia; 
pistillate scales exceeded by the tips of the mature perigynia; spikelets less than 0.6 inch long; 
perigynia cuneate to rounded at the base; all spikelets crowded into a stiff, dense inflorescence; 
spikelets longer than wide; and perigynia nerveless or nearly so on the ventral face. It is 
sometimes found in calcareous fens, “alkaline bogs”, or on morainic soils, and in low calcareous 
prairies and pothole marshes (Swink and Wilhelm 1994). Deam (1984) has found this species 
infrequent in marshes and interdunal swales in Lake County. In Noble County, Deam found a 
single collection in a ditch along a railroad track a mile east of Kimmel Road. The general 
distribution of this species is throughout the northern United States and Canada (eFloras 2008). 

This species was identified in the following two habitat units of the environmental survey area 
but likely occurs elsewhere in wetland habitats: 

 Wetland 38 is in habitat unit H02 (Appendix B, Sheet 2) in the ditch wetland habitat along 
the west side of the CSX railroad track (MP 61.40 to MP 64.54). 

 Habitat unit 21 (Appendix B, Sheet 10) is in the disturbed mesic/wetland woods north of 
I-80 east of Lyman Avenue (MP 65.1 to MP 65.3). 

5.2.2.2 Catalpa speciosa (Northern Catalpa) – Indiana State Rare 

This facultative upland tree of the Bignoniaceae (bignonias) family is a deciduous tree with 
simple opposite or whorled leaves (appearing three or more per node). Leaves are large, ovate, 
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and cordate at the base with leaf margins essentially entire and unloboed. Fruits are long and 
cigar-shaped. It is native to the Lower Wabash Valley and is likely introduced to the north while 
occasionally escaping from cultivation, usually into weedy sites, especially along railroad tracks. 
Apparently the largest colony of this species in the area is along the Louisville and Nashville 
Railroad tracks near Erincroft Street in Michigan City in La Porte County. This species is not 
readily distinguished from C. bignoniodes, and few botanists agree on the different distinctions 
(Deam 1984; Swink and Wilhelm 1994). The general distribution of this species is the eastern, 
midwestern, and southern United States and the Great Plains. It is somewhat sporadic and 
localized in the southern reaches of its range. It has been introduced into Canada (United 
States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service [USDA NRCS] 
2017). 

This species was identified in the following three habitat units of the environmental survey area: 

 Wetland 9 is in habitat unit H01 (Appendix B, Sheet 1) between Sheffield Avenue and the 
CSX railroad tracks at the southern project terminus. 

 Wetland 3 is in habitat unit H20 (Appendix B, Sheets 9 and 10) associated with the swale 
forested wetland south of I-80 and just east of the Monon Trail (MP 64.96 to MP 64.98). 

 Habitat unit 21 (Appendix B, Sheet 10) is in the disturbed mesic/wetland woods north of 
I-80 east of Lyman Avenue (MP 65.1 to MP 65.3). 

5.2.2.3 Pinus strobus (Eastern White Pine) – Indiana State Rare 

This facultative upland tree of the Pinacea (pine) family has linear to needle-like leaves 
arranged spirally and grouped into fascicles mostly or entirely of five needles. At one time, this 
species was very common in the dune country in Lake, Porter, La Porte, and Berrien Counties. 
Most of this timber was harvested for lumber, and only small remnant areas persist. One 
individual tree was identified in a residential neighborhood and is not considered a remnant 
member, but rather a planted and cultivated specimen. There are a few stations near Lake 
Michigan and a few boggy woodlands where it still grows naturally (Swink and Wilhelm 1994). 
The general distribution of this species is the upper midwestern northeastern, and western 
United States, plus Canada (USDA NRCS 2017). 

This species was identified in the following habitat unit of the environmental survey area: 

 Habitat unit H17 (Appendix B, Sheet 8) is a narrow tree row adjacent to the Monon Trail 
south of Ridge Road (MP 63.41 to MP 64.14) and was apparently planted for landscaping. 

5.3 Woodland Characterization 

Three woodland plots ranging in size from 0.30 to 1.30 acres were inventoried for all tree 
species with a diameter at breast height greater than or equal to 6 inches. Appendix G includes 
data regarding the counts for each species by size class and the stage-of-decay classification 
for each species. These woodland plots generally represent 20 percent of habitat unit H21 
(forest plot F3), 43 percent of habitat unit H24south (forest plot F2), and 26 percent of habitat 
unit H24north (forest plot F1) within the environmental survey area. 

Note that the composition, density, and size mix of trees can vary throughout these woodland 
habitats; therefore, the sample data might not represent the entire woodland tract within which 
the inventory was conducted. Because the woodland plots vary in size, the count data were 
extrapolated to a density-per-acre metric for comparison. Table 5.3-1 summarizes the data 
results in trees per acre. 
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Table 5.3-1: Summary of Woodland Characterization Plot Data 

Plot 
ID 

Number 
of 

Species 

Size Class Distribution 
(trees per acre) 

Stage of Decay (see Figure 4.3-1) 
(trees per acre) 

6 to <9 
Inches 

9 to <18 
Inches 

≥18 
Inches 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 

F1 10 80 81 23 184 153 12 11 3 3 2 

F2 9 123 109 7 239 216 7 3 3 0 10 

F3 10 53 53 7 113 97 12 2 2 0 0 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 

In general, overall tree density for stems with a diameter at breast height greater than or equal 
to 6 inches ranged from 113 per acre for plot F3 (habitat unit H21) to 239 per acre for plot F2 
(habitat unit H24south). 

All three plots exhibited similar diversity, with 9 to 10 species with a diameter at breast height 
greater than 6 inches. About 87 percent of the trees were live, healthy Stage 1 individuals. 
Stage 2 and 3 trees made up 6 and 3 percent, respectively, with the remainder being a few 
Stage 4, 5, or 6 individuals. 

Table 5.3-2 summarizes the most abundant and dominant canopy species in each surveyed 
plot. Abundant and dominant tree species were generally similar for each area surveyed, with 
Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), eastern cottonwood, green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), black 
willow (Salix nigra), and white mulberry (Morus alba) collectively being the most abundant. 
Siberian elm and eastern cottonwood were the most pervasive of the upper-canopy species for 
the survey areas. 

Table 5.3-2: Summary of Most Abundant and Dominant Canopy Species for 
Woodland Plots 

Plot ID 
Most Abundant Trees Dominant Canopy Trees 

F1 Siberian elm, eastern cottonwood Eastern cottonwood, Siberian elm 

F2 Eastern cottonwood, black willow, white mulberry  Eastern cottonwood 

F3 Siberian elm, eastern cottonwood, green ash Eastern cottonwood, Siberian elm 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017.
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6 Mitigation 

6.1 Long-term Operating Impacts 

The No Build Alternative would not result in any direct impacts on federal- or state-listed species 
and, therefore, would not require mitigation. 

For the FEIS Preferred Alternative, INDNR did not advise any long-term mitigation measure for 
state-listed plant species. Northern catalpa (Catalpa speciosa) is common in the area and tends 
to be weedy. Eastern white pine (Pinus strobus) is likely a planted specimen. However, INDNR 
did suggest that measures be taken to avoid potential impacts to Bebb’s sedge (Carex bebbii). 
Bebb’s sedge grows in wetland habitats and impacts to wetlands were avoided where possible.  

6.2 Short-term Construction impacts 

Under the No Build Alternative, no adverse permanent or temporary impacts on biological 
resources would occur as a result of the Project. 

Under the FEIS Preferred Alternative, construction impacts would include removal of suitable 
habitat for state-listed plant species. 
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7 Summary 
NICTD proposed construction of a new transit rail line (West Lake) from the town of Dyer north 
to Hammond, Indiana, where the rail line would connect with a realigned segment of the SSL. In 
addition to the new rail line, stations with parking are proposed at Dyer, Munster, and two 
locations in Hammond, including the Hammond Gateway station and maintenance facility. 

In 2015, limited FQA inventories for vascular plants were conducted in wetlands throughout the 
Project Area as part of the DEIS phase of the Project. In the spring of 2017, the Project team 
completed a more-comprehensive survey of botanical resources in all habitat types within the 
FEIS Preferred Alternative environmental survey area. A total of 322 plants were identified to 
the species/hybrid level, with an additional 14 identified to the genus level. Floristic quality 
metrics (species richness, mean C value, and FQI) for 25 mapped habitat units and 22 
delineated wetlands were determined using the Chicago FQA Calculator based on the collective 
floral inventories from 2015 and 2017. The FQI scores for the habitat units and the wetlands 
were considered low (most below 15) and were not considered indicative of natural plant 
communities. Similarly, the mean C values ranged from 2 to 3, indicating heavy influence by 
nonnative adventive species. 

The 2015/2017 floristic inventory did not yield any occurrences of federally listed plant species 
for Indiana, namely Mead’s milkweed (threatened) and Pitcher’s thistle (threatened). The FEIS 
Preferred Alternative does not extend into Illinois, but this survey also did not identify any 
occurrences of the federally endangered leafy prairie clover or the federally threatened eastern 
prairie fringed orchid and prairie bush clover. However, three species listed as state threatened 
or rare by INDNR were identified within the FEIS Preferred Alternative environmental survey 
area. 

Three woodland plots showed that most of the trees within each plot were live, healthy Stage 1 
trees with roughly 13 percent represented in early to advanced stages of decay. Tree density for 
stems greater than 6 inches in diameter at breast height ranged from 113 per acre to 239 per 
acre. The larger woodland areas within the environmental survey area between I-80 and 173rd 
Street and between 173rd Street and 169th Street were composed primarily of native eastern 
cottonwood, American elm, silver maple, green ash, black walnut, boxelder, black willow, and 
black cherry along with nonnative Siberian elm, tree-of-heaven, and white mulberry. In many 
instances throughout the Project Area, nonnative trees and forbs are prevalent. 

Based on the results of the 2015 and 2017 floristic investigations, no high-quality natural areas 
or wetlands would be affected by the construction of the Project. 
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8 Preparers 

8.1 Staff Information 

Table 8.1-1 includes Lochmueller Group staff that were instrumental in the field investigations 
and preparation of this report. Professional résumés are provided in Appendix I. 

Table 8.1-1: Lochmueller Group FQA Staff 

Lochmueller Group Staff 
Position Contribution 

Rusty Yeager Environmental Biologist III Field investigation and data collection 

Geographic information systems (GIS) analysis 

Report preparation 

Thomas Cervone, PhD Vice President, Environmental 
Practice Leader 

Report preparation 

Brenten Reust Environmental Biologist I Field investigation and data collection 

Report preparation 

Sean Langley Environmental Biologist I Field investigation and data collection 

Robert Mohlenbrock, PhD Biotic Consultants Taxonomic expert 

Source: Lochmueller Group 2017. 
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United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812)334-4261 Fax: (812)334-4273

November 4, 2014

U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE

SERVICE

NICTD
West Lake Corridor Project
33 East U.S. Highway 12
Chesterton, Indiana 46304

Dear Sir:

This is in reference to the September 30, 2014 Federal Register Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for development of a commuter rail line within an approximate
9-mile corridor between Dyer and Hammond, with a possible extension southeast to St. John, all
in Lake County, Indiana. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) offers the following
comments.

A coalition of the Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District (NICTD), Town of
Munster, and City of Hammond owns the abandoned right-of-way of the Monon Railroad
between the 45th/Fisher Streets area in Munster and Sibley Street in Hammond and proposes
using this corridor, in conjunction with the active CSX track, currently utilized by Amtrak and
freight trains, south of 45th Street, as the primary route of the proposed commuter rail line. New
tracks will be required beyond Sibley Street. Use of a portion of the existing South Shore Line
(SSL) and Metra Electric District (MED) facilities or alternative existing rail lines between
Hammond and Chicago will also be addressed. Several alternatives for a rail yard/maintenance
facility will be considered, including near US 41 at St. John, near Main Street in Dyer, and at the
site of the former Monon rail yard in southern Hammond.

There may be wetlands in the Fisher/45th Streets area in southern Munster because numerous
other proposed developments in that area have encountered wetlands. However, we do not know
what specific parcel has already been purchased by the NICTD/Munster/Hammond coalition in
anticipation of a passenger station in that area, so we do not know if wetlands are involved or
not. Wetland delineations will therefore be necessary in this area.



There may also be wetlands associated with the proposed crossings of the West Branch Little
Calumet River, West Branch Grand Calumet River, and/or Calumet River/Calumet Sag Channel,
depending upon the route chosen. The crossing of the West Branch Little Calumet will likely be
at the site of the existing abandoned bridge, and a crossing of the Calumet River/Cal Sag
Channel would be in the vicinity of the existing Indiana Harbor Belt (IHB) Railroad bridge in
Burnham. The IHB route bisects Beaubien Woods Forest Preserve in Illinois, which contains
numerous wetlands, including adjacent to the existing single railroad track; in Burnham, the IHB
is also adjacent to wetlands, plus the Burnham Prairie Nature Preserve. Since entirely new tracks
will be required in the downtown Hammond area to connect the old Monon right-of-way with the
existing SSL tracks north of the West Branch Grand Calumet River, it is currently unknown
where there may be a new crossing of the West Branch Grand Calumet.

The existing bridge over the West Branch Little Calumet River includes several piers within the
river channel which are known to collect debris and contribute to flooding problems during high
water events. Therefore, the DEIS needs to evaluate the impacts of leaving this bridge in place to
serve the commuter line versus removing it and replacing it at the same site with a clear span
bridge with no in-channel piers.

The FWS will request mitigation for wetland losses; the mitigation ratio for the loss of forested
wetland is 4:1, with 2: or 3:1 for emergent and scrub-shrub wetlands. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Chicago District, will have to determine whether or not a Section 404 permit would
be required for the filling of wetlands due to the rail project. However, the Federal Transit
Administration has an obligation to minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands
pursuant to Executive Order 11990, as amended by Executive Order 12608, concerning
protection of wetlands, regardless of the need for a wetland fill permit.

Of particular concern to the FWS is the possibility of a new crossing of the West Branch Grand
Calumet River in Hammond. The FWS, in conjunction with the other Natural Resources
Trustees (Indiana Departments of Natural Resources and Environmental Management) has been
working with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to remediate the severely
polluted sediments within both the West and East Branches of the Grand Calumet River in
Indiana utilizing Great Lakes Legacy Act and the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funding.
This multi-year project has been proceeding along various distinct segments of the river, with the
westernmost portion, Reaches 6 and 7 between Hohman Avenue and the State Line, being the
last segment to be remediated within the West Branch Grand Calumet; permits have been
received and work will begin shortly. The work involves dredging of some of the contaminated
sediments and capping of the remaining sediments with a geosynthetic grid, organoclay, and/or
granulated activiated carbon a minimum of 2 feet deep, topped with several feet of clean sand.
Because of the dredging and capping, the Trustees are opposed to any construction activities that
could compromise the integrity of the cap, including the placement of piers and abutments for a
new railroad bridge. If it is determined by the FTA that a new bridge will be necessary to cross
the West Branch Grand Calumet within Hammond, this bridge must be a clear span, with no



piers or abutments within the river channel. We are not aware of similar constraints to the
construction of a new bridge over the river in Illinois, because to our knowledge the State of
Illinois has not proposed to dredge and cap the river in that state.

Executive Order 13186, issued on January 10, 2001, directs each Federal agency taking actions
having or likely to have a negative impact on migratory bird populations to work with the FWS
to develop an agreement to conserve those birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).
In addition to avoiding or minimizing impacts to migratory bird populations, agencies will be
expected to take reasonable steps that include restoring and enhancing habitat and incorporating
migratory bird conservation into agency planning processes whenever possible. Therefore, the
DEIS you are preparing will need to address this issue. Included in the migratory bird issue is the
presence of bald eagles nesting/attempting to nest within wetland and woodland habitats in the
Grand Calumet/Cal-Sag Channel/Lake Calumet area in Illinois during the past 4-5 years. An
adult eagle pair has attempted to nest at several locations in this area, but we do not have
information about the success of the most recent nesting attempt, although the first several
attempts were not successful. Bald eagles are protected by the MBTA and also by the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act; please refer to the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines
available on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Website.

As discussed in the Federal Transit Administration's October 1, 2014 letter to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, our agency agrees to be a Participating Agency during the EIS process. Staff at
our Northern Indiana Suboffice is available to attend the interagency meetings and/or field
reviews and to provide early coordination comments on the proposal. Please address
correspondence to Mrs. Elizabeth McCloskey, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Northern Indiana
Suboffice, P.O. Box 2616, Chesterton, Indiana 46304, phone (219) 983-9753,
elizabethmccloskev@,fws.gov.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Lake County, Indiana is within the range of the Federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis
sodalis) and Karner blue butterfly (Lvcaeides melissa samuelis), the proposed endangered
northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), and the threatened Pitcher's thistle (Cirsium
pitcheri) and Mead's milkweed (Asclepias meadn). Cook County, Illinois is within the range of
the Federally endangered piping plover (Charadrius melodus), Hine's emerald dragonfly
(Somatochlora hineana), and leafy-prairie clover (Dalea foUosa), the proposed endangered
northern long-eared bat, the threatened prairie bush clover (Lespedeza leptostachva), eastern
prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea), and Mead's milkweed, and the candidate eastern
massasauga rattlesnake (Sistrurus catenatus) and rattlesnake-master borer moth (Papaipema
eryngii). Also in Cook County there is designated Critical Habitat for the Hine's emerald
dragonfly.



None of the Lake County listed species are known within the West Lake Corridor Project Study
Area. Most of the Cook County listed species are also not known within the Corridor, including
the Hine's emerald dragonfly and its Critical Habitat. However, we do not know the status of
some of the species within the Forest Preserves, Nature Preserves, and other protected habitats
within the Corridor.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input during this environmental scoping process. If you
have any questions about our comments, please contact Elizabeth McCloskey at (219) 983-9753
or elizabeth_mccloskev@fws.gov.

Sincerely yours,

Scott E. Pruitt
Supervisor

cc: Regional Director, FWS, Ft. Snelling, MN (HC/EC/NWI) (ER 14/0622)
USDI, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Washington, DC. (PEP/NRM)
Shawn Cirton, USFWS, Chicago Field Office, Harrington, IL
Carl Wodrich, IDNR, Land Acquisition, Indianapolis, IN
Lori White, IDNR, Regional Environmental Biologist, West Lafayette, IN
Christie Stanifer, IDNR, Environmental Coordinator, Indianapolis, IN
Marty Maupin, IDEM, Office of Water Quality, Indianapolis, IN
Paul Leffler, USAGE, Regulatory Branch, Chicago, IL
Kenneth Westlake, USEPA, NEPA Implementation Section, Chicago, IL
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Habitat unit H02 - Wetland 38
Carex bebbii - state threatened
Identified in 2015
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Habitat unit H02 - Wetland 38
Carex bebbii - state threatened
Identified in 2015
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Habitat unit H17
Pinus strobus - state rare
Identified in 2017
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Red shading indicates habitat units for which FQA vegetation inventories were not conducted in the summer of 2016.  These areas will be accessed in Spring 2017. 
 

Appendix C  Floristic Quality Assessment, Mean C Value, and Species Richness for Habitat Units within NICTD West Lake Environmental Survey Area 

Habitat 
Unit 
Code 

MP Stations  Limits  Habitat Unit Description 
Included 
Wetlands 

Environmental 
Survey Area 

(acres) 

FQI  Mean C  Species Richness 

All species 
Native 
Species 

All species 
Native 
Species 

All species
Native 
Species 

Species  
per acre 

H01  0.00‐64.10  Sheffield Avenue  unmaintained field w/ scattered trees  W9  1.7343  16.98  27.19  2.06  3.59  70  40  40.4 

H02  61.40‐61.54  Ditches west of CSX railroad  ditch wetland and associated upper bank  W38, W39  1.8331  13.91  22.56  1.64  3.11  75  41  42.2 

H031  64.40‐61.53  West of CSX railroad south of Knightbridge Court  agricultural field w/ emergent wetland  W40  25.7332  5.29  5.72  2.0  2.33  7  6  NA

H04 
61.40‐61.91 
62.00‐62.10 

Between Allison Drive and CSX railroad  undeveloped residential lots  W11  8.5279  9.99  20.39  1.49  2.79  49  28  6.2 

H05  61.91‐62.33  Along CSX railroad north of Jenna Drive  disturbed young growth woods    1.2839  4.80  15.18  0.96  2.40  26  11  21.9 

H06  62.10‐62.34  North and south of Progress Avenue east of CSX railroad  ditch emergent wetland  W12  2.2214  10.96  23.91  2.03  2.81  30  22  13.5 

H07  62.34‐62.45  East of CSX railroad south of Superior Avenue  disturbed field    0.5308  Inventory survey not warranted due to disturbance from mowing 

H08  62.45‐62.78  South of 45th Street east of CSX railroad  ditch emergent wetland  W17  2.9578  5.55  18.49  1.54  2.22  16  12  5.4 

H09  62.85‐62.89  North of 45th Street east of access road  disturbed emergent wetland  W36  0.1239  8.14  27.14  2.45  3.00  11  9  88.8 

H10  62.85‐62.97 
North of 45th Street east and west of abandoned Monon 
railroad 

disturbed abandoned Monon railroad and associated 
ditch wetlands 

W37L,W37R  0.7140  6.67  17.23  1.39  2.13  25  17  35.0 

H11  62.94‐62.95  South of railroad east of access road  disturbed emergent wetland  W35  0.0508  3.40  11.32  0.82  1.56  17  9  334.6 

H12  62.97‐63.23  East edge of golf course  disturbed ditch w/ associated tree row    0.8205  Inventory survey not conducted due to heavy debris in ditch 

H13  62.97‐63.23  North of railroad west of substation  disturbed emergent wetland  W32  2.3054  1.73  10.00  1.00  1.00  3  3  1.3 

H14  63.26‐63.38  West of abandoned Monon railroad south of Fisher Street  disturbed forested wetland  W34  0.5350  9.86  25.47  2.26  2.87  19  15  35.5 

H15  63.24‐63.38  South of Fisher Street  disturbed scrub on abandoned Monon railroad    0.8159  Inventory survey not conducted due to heavy cover of honeysuckle gush 

H16  63.26‐63.26  East of abandoned Monon railroad south of Fisher Street  disturbed emergent wetland  W33  0.2626  5.42  16.35  1.28  2.09  18  11  68.5 

H17  63.41‐64.14 
Abandoned Monon railroad between Fisher Street and 
Ridge Road 

disturbed woodland and maintained green space    4.9988  11.96  18.69  1.23  2.83  100  44  20.0 

H18  64.16‐64.89 
Abandoned Monon railroad between Ridge Road and 
Gregory Street 

disturbed woodland and maintained green space  W2  5.0149  18.57  27.99  2.10  3.73  84  48  16.8 

H19  64.89‐64.95  Little Calmuet River  herbaceous floodplain and associated upper bank  W1, W4  0.7085  11.38  18.96  1.42  2.53  66  38  103.2 

H20  64.95‐65.00  Little Calumet River to I‐80  disturbed herbaceous and woodland  W3  0.6945  11.24  18.73  1.37  2.56  67  36  112.6 

H21  65.05‐65.15  East of Lyman Avenue north of I‐80  disturbed mesic woods   W5,W6, W7  6.6525  17.80  22.25  1.80  2.78  100  64  15.1 

H22  65.15‐65.41  East of Lyman Avenue north between I‐80 and 173rd Street  unmaintained field and associated tree row  W7  4.9357  9.75  17.24  1.22  2.44  69  36  14.0 

H23  65.43‐65.92  173rd Street to 165th Street  maintained green space field and associated tree row    16.7896  8.20  18.82  1.16  3.05  52  21  3.1 

H24  65.43‐65.92  173rd Street to 169th Street  mesic and wetland woods  W8, W10  5.2922  17.87  23.37  1.74  2.97  112  66  21.2 

H25  66.43‐67.14  165th Street to Waltham Street  maintained green space field and associated tree row    5.4216  15.75  23.48  2.03  4.52  66  29  12.4 

H26  67.15‐67.75  Waltham Street to Douglas Street  maintained green space field and associated tree row    6.2049  10.02  18.60  1.22  2.83  71  33  11.9 

H27  67.76‐68.03  Douglas Street to Sibley Street  maintained green space field    1.9200  Inventory survey not warranted due to disturbance from mowing 

H28  68.18‐68.31  Michigan Street Park  maintained green space field and associated tree row    1.6607  6.65  25.15  1.53  4.14  19  7  11.4 

H29  68.47‐68.48  Grand Calumet River north bank  narrow riparian woods    0.1679  4.81  12.86  0.93  1.79  28  14  166.8 

H30  69.00‐69.10  Southwest of Brunswick Street  unmaintained field w/ scattered trees    1.7777  16.02  23.88  1.91  2.98  73  47  41.1 
1 Inventory for H03 limited to species documented for Wetland 40 in 2015.  Weedy species in agricultural field not inventoried. 
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*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Acer negundo  Ash‐Leaf Maple  FAC     
2015 
2017 

                    2017 
2015
2017 

2017  2017 
2015 
2017 

2017    2017  2017  2017    2017  2017 

Acer rubrum  Red Maple  FAC                                            2017         

Acer saccharinum  Silver Maple  FACW   
2015 
2017 

2015 
2017 

            2017        2017    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2017  2017  2017    2017 

Acer saccharum  Sugar Maple  FACU                              2017    2015      2017      2017  2017    2017 

Achillea millefolium  Common Yarrow  FACU    2017                        2017          2017  2017      2017      2017 

Aesculus glabra  Ohio Buckeye  FAC                            2017  2017            2017           

Aesculus glabra  Ohio Buckeye  FAC                                              2017       

Aesculus hippocastanum  Horse Chestnut  UPL                            2017        2017                 

Ageratina altissima  White Snakeroot  FACU                                              2017       

Agrimonia parviflora  Harvestlice  FACW    2017                                                 

Agrostis gigantea  Black Bent  FACW                                2015                     

Ailanthus altissima  Tree‐of‐Heaven  FACU                            2017  2017    2017  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017 

Albizia julibrissin*                                        2017                 

Alisma subcordatum  American Water‐
Plantain 

OBL                                          2015           

Alisma triviale  Northern Water‐Plantain  OBL                                    2015                 

Alliaria petiolata  Garlic‐Mustard  FAC      2017                      2017  2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017 

Allium ampeloprasum*                                                2017         

Allium cernuum  Nodding Onion  FACU                                          2015           

Allium giganteum*                                                2017         

Allium porrum*                                              2017           

Allium sp.*                                  2017        2017  2017  2017    2017       

Ambrosia artemisiifolia  Annual Ragweed  FACU              2017    2017              2017                    2017 

Ambrosia trifida  Great Ragweed  FAC                            2017    2017  2015        2015          2017 

Ammannia robusta  Grand Redstem  OBL                  2017                                   

Ampelopsis cordata  Turquoise‐Berry  UPL                                          2017           

Andropogon virginicus  Broom‐Sedge  FACU                                            2017        2017 

Apocynum cannibinum  Indian‐Hemp  FAC    2017              2017          2017        2017      2017           

Arabis lyrata*                                                  2017      2017 

Arctium lappa  Great Burdock  UPL    2015  2017                      2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017  2017           

Moehringia lateriflora  Blunt‐Leaf Grove‐ FACU                                                    2017 



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Sandwort 

Arenaria serpyllifolia  Thyme‐Leaf Sandwort  FAC                              2017                       

Artemisia abrotanum  Southern Wormwood  UPL                                      2017               

Artemisia absinthium  Southern Wormwood  UPL                                2017  2017    2017        2017    2017  2017 

Artemisia annua  Annual Wormwood  FACU      2017      2017      2017                                   

Artemisia biennis  Biennial Wormwood  FACW    2017                                                 

Asclepias syriaca  Common Milkweed  FACU    2017 
2015 
2017 

2017          2017          2017          2017    2017    2017      2017 

Asparagus officinalis  Asparagus  FACU                          2015                           

Barbarea vulgaris  Garden Yellow‐Rocket  FAC    2017  2017  2017          2017  2017              2017    2017  2017  2017           

Betula nigra  River Birch  FACW                                      2017  2017    2017  2017       

Bidens cernua  Nodding Burr‐Marigold  OBL            2015    2015              2015  2015  2015  2015      2015          2017 

Bidens connate*                                                  2017       

Bidens frondosa  Devil's‐Pitchfork  FACW                                    2015      2015           

Boehmeria cylindrica  Small‐Spike False Nettle  OBL                              2017      2017      2017        2017  2017 

Bromus racemosus  Chess  UPL                                            2017         

Bromus sterilis  Poverty Brome  UPL    2017                                    2017        2017     

Buglossoides arvense  Corn Gromwell  UPL                                        2017             

Calystegia sepium  Hedge False Bindweed  FAC                                2017                     

Campanula rapunculoides  European Bellflower  UPL                            2017                         

Capsella bursa‐pastoris  Shepherd's‐Purse  FACU                                2017            2017  2017    2017   

Carex amphibola  Eastern Narrow‐Leaf 
Sedge 

FAC                              2017  2017                     

Carex bebbii  Bebb's Sedge  OBL  ST    2015                              2017                 

Carex blanda  Eastern Woodland Sedge  FAC                              2017      2017  2017    2017           

Carex bromoides  Brome‐Like Sedge  FACW        2017                                             

Carex sp.*        2017  2017  2017      2017    2017                        2017        2017   

Carex stricta  Uptight Sedge  OBL    2015  2015                                               

Carex trichocarpa  Hairy‐Fruit Sedge  OBL          2017                                           

Carex vulpinoidea  Common Fox Sedge  FACW                                          2015           

Carex X subimpressa  hybrid sedge  OBL    2017                                                 

Carya sp.*                                                  2017       

Carya tomentosa  Mockernut Hickory  UPL                                            2017         



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Catalpa bignonioides*        2017                            2017    2017        2017         

Catalpa speciosa  Northern Catalpa  FACU  SR  2015                              2015                   

Celastrus orbiculatus  Asian Bittersweet  UPL                                          2017           

Celtis occidentalis  Common Hackberry  FAC                            2017  2017  2017          2017  2017        2017 

Cephalanthus occidentalis  Common Buttonbush  OBL                                          2017           

Cerastium fontanum  Common Mouse‐Ear 
Chickweed 

FACU        2017                    2017                         

Chaenomeles japonica*                                              2017           

Chenopodium glaucum  Oak‐Leaf Goosefoot  FACW                                            2017         

Cicuta maculata  Spotted Water‐Hemlock  OBL                            2017                2017         

Circaea lutetiana  Broad‐Leaf Enchanter's‐
Nightshade 

FACU                            2017                         

Cirsium arvense  Canadian Thistle  FACU    2017  2017      2017      2017             
201520
17 

2015 
2017 

          2017       

Cirsium discolor  Field Thistle  FACU      2017  2017    2017                2017        2017  2017    2017    2017      2017 

Cirsium vulgare  Bull Thistle  FACU                              2015                       

Conium maculatum  Poison‐Hemlock  FACW    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017                2017  2017  2017  2017                   

Convallaria majalis  Lily‐of‐the‐Valley  UPL                            2017        2017      2017          2017 

Coreopsis tinctoria  Golden Tickseed  FACU                              2017                       

Cornus alba  Red Osier  FACW    2017 
2015 
2017 

2017    2015  2017    2017  2017   
2015
2017 

2015
2017 

2017              2017          2017 

Cornus amomum*          2017  2017                                             

Cornus florida  Flowering Dogwood  FACU                                    2017                 

Cotoneaster sp.*                                2017                         

Crataegus fecunda*                                                        2017 

Crataegus mollis  Downy Hawthorn  FAC                              2015                       

Crataegus monogyna  English Hawthorn  FACU    2017  2017  2017                                            2017 

Crataegus phaenopyrum  Washington Hawthorn  FAC                            2017        2017          2017       

Crataegus sp.*                                  2017                       

Cyperus esculentus  Chufa  FACW            2015            2015        2015    2015      2015           

Cyperus flavescens  Yellow Flat Sedge  OBL                              2015                       

Dactylis glomerata  Orchard Grass  FACU                                    2017  2017    2017  2017         

Daucus carota  Queen Anne’s Lace  UPL    2017  2017  2017  2017                  2017      2017  2017  2017    2017    2017      2017 

Desmanthus illinoiensis  Prairie Bundle‐Flower  FACU                                    2015  2017               



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Dichanthelium clandestinum  Deer‐Tongue Rosette 
Grass 

FACW                                        2017             

Digitaria sanquinalis  Hairy Crab Grass  FACU                                        2017    2017  2017       

Dipsacus fullonum  Fuller's Teasel  FACU        2017    2017  2017    2017                        2017           

Echinochloa crus‐galli  Large Barnyard Grass  FACW      2015                  2015        2015    2015                 

Elaeagnus angustifolia  Russian‐Olive  FACU      2017  2017                  2015  2017              2017           

Eleocharis palustris  Common Spike‐Rush  OBL              2017                                       

Eleocharis sp.*            2017    2017  2017    2017                    2017               

Elymus virginicus  Virginia Wild Rye  FACW                                  2015  2015                 

Epilobium coloratum  Purple‐Leaf Willowherb  OBL    2015                                                 

Equisetum arvense  Field Horsetail  FAC    2017 
2015 
2017 

2017          2017    2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2017  2017     
2015 
2017 

    2017          2017 

Equisetum fluviatile  Water Horsetail  OBL      2015                                               

Equisetum hyemale  Tall Scouring‐Rush  FACW      2017                    2017    2017        2017        2017       

Erigeron annuus  Eastern Daisy Fleabane  FACU    2017                              2017  2017  2017    2017           

Erigeron philadelphicus  Philadelphia Fleabane  FACW                            2017          2017    2017          2017 

Erodium cicutarium  Storksbill  UPL                                        2017    2017  2017       

Euonymus alatus  Winged Euonymus  UPL                            2017              2017  2017         

Euonymus europaeus   European Spindle Tree  UPL                            2017  2017            2017           

Euonymus hederaceus  Climbing Euonymus  UPL                            2017  2017            2017  2017         

Eupatorium serotinum  Late‐Flowering 
Thoroughwort 

FAC    2015        2015    2015          2015  2017  2017  2015  2015  2015  2017    2015        2017  2017 

Euthamia graminifolia  Flat‐Top Goldentop  FACW    2017                                2015                 

Euthamia gymnospermoides  Texas Goldentop  FACW                                      2017               

Festuca pratensis  Clustered Fescue  FAC    2017  2017  2017                    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017    2017     

Festuca rubra  Red Fescue  FACU                                            2017  2017       

Fragaria virginiana  Virginia Strawberry  FACU    2017 
2015 
2017 

2017                    2017          2017      2017        2017 

Frangula alnus  Glossy False Buckthorn  FACW   
2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017  2017      2017     
2015
2017 

2017  2017        2017      2017        2017  2017 

Fraxinus americana  White Ash  FACU                                        2017    2017         

Fraxinus pennsylvanica var. 
subintegerrima  Green Ash  FACW                            2017                         

Fraxinus pensylvanica  Green Ash  FACW    2017          2017          2017    2017 
2015
2017 

2015
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017 
2015
2017 

  2017      2017 



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Galium aparine  Sticky‐Willy  FACU      2017  2017  2017        2017  2017        2017    2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017 

Galium tinctorium  Stiff Marsh Bedstraw  OBL      2017                                               

Geranium carolinianum  Wild Cranesbill  UPL                                                    2017 

Geum canadense  White Avens  FAC                            2017  2017     
2015 
2017 

    2017    2017      2017 

Geum laciniatum var. 
trichocarpum  Rough Avens  FACW    2015        2015            2015      2015      2017      2015           

Glechoma hederacea  Groundivy  FACU      2017              2017        2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2017 
2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017     

Gleditsia tricanthos var. 
inermis  Honey‐Locust  FACU        2017  2017                  2017        2017      2017  2017  2017  2017     

Glyceria striata  Fowl Manna Grass  OBL                                    2017                 

Helianthus giganteus  Giant Sunflower  FACW                                    2015                 

Helianthus grosseserratus  Saw‐Tooth Sunflower  FACW        2017                                             

Helianthus tuberosus  Jerusalem‐Artichoke   FACU                              2015  2015  2015                   

Heliopsis helianthoides  Smooth Oxeye  FACU                                                    2017 

Hemerocallis sp.*                                  2017        2017               

Hesperis matronalis  Mother‐of‐the‐Evening  FACU                            2017                         

Hibiscus moscheutos  Crimson‐Eyed Rose‐
Mallow 

OBL                                              2017       

Hosta lancifolia  Plantain Lily  UPL                            2017                  2017       

Hypericum canadense  Lesser Canadian St. 
John's‐Wort 

FACW      2017                                               

Hypericum mutilum  Dwarf St. John's‐Wort  FACW                                                    2017 

Hypericum perforatum  Common St. John's‐Wort  FACU                                                    2017 

Hypericum punctatum  Spotted St. John's‐Wort  FAC            2017                          2017               

Ilex opaca*                                2017                         

Impatiens capensis  Spotted Touch‐Me‐Not  FACW                                 
2015 
2017 

2017    2017    2017      2017   

Ipomoea hederacea  Ivy‐Leaf Morning‐Glory  FAC                                2015  2015       
2015
2017 

         

Ipomoea lacunosa  Whitestar  FACW                            2017      2017        2017    2017       

Iris sp.*                                            2017  2017  2017         

Juglans nigra  Black Walnut  FACU                            2017    2017    2017  2017    2017  2017  2017      2017 

Juncus dudleyi  Dudley's Rush  FACW                2015        2015            2015                 



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Juncus sp.*                  2017                                       

Juncus torreyi  Torrey's Rush  FACW                2015        2015            2015      2015           

Juniperus virginiana  Eastern Red‐Cedar  FACU    2017  2017  2017  2017                            2017               

Lactuca biennis  Wild Blue Lettuce  FAC                                2017                     

Lactuca canadensis  Canadian Blue Lettuce  FACU                                                  2017   

Lactuca serriolata  Prickly Lettuce  FACU                                          2017           

Lamium amplexicaule  Henbit  UPL      2017                      2017            2017    2017  2017       

Lamium galeobdolon  Golden Dead Nettle  UPL                              2017                       

Lamium purpureum  Purple Dead Nettle  UPL          2017                  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017        2017 

Laportea canadensis  Canadian Wood‐Nettle  FACW                                    2015              2017   

Leonurus cardiiaca  Motherwort  UPL                            2017    2017  2017  2017    2017  2017        2017   

Lepidium campestre  Field Pepperwort  UPL    2017  2017    2017                    2017        2017  2017            2017 

Leucanthemum vulgare  Ox‐Eye Daisy  UPL                    2017                                 

Ligustrum vulgare  European Privet  FACU                                          2017           

Lilium lancifolium  Tiger Lily  UPL                            2017        2017      2017           

Linaria vulgaris  Butter‐and‐Eggs  UPL                            2017                         

Liriodendron tulipifera  Tuliptree  FACU                                              2017       

Lonicera japonica  Japanese Honeysuckle  FACU                                      2017               

Lonicera maackii  Amur Honeysuckle  UPL      2017                      2017        2017  2017    2017  2017  2017      2017 

Lonicera morrowii  Morrow's Honeysuckle  FACU    2017  2017  2017  2017        2017  2017        2017  2017    2017  2017  2017    2017          2017 

Lonicera sp.*                                          2017               

Lonicera tatarica  Twinsisters  FACU      2017        2017            2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017    2017  2017        2017 

Lonicera X muendeniensis  hybrid honeysuckle  UPL                                              2017       

Lotus corniculatus  Garden Bird's‐Foot‐
Trefoil 

FACU                                      2017               

Ludwigia decurrens*                                                      2017   

Lunaria annua  Silver‐Dollar Plant  UPL                                                    2017 

Lycopus uniflorus  Northern Water‐
Horehound 

OBL                2015        2015                             

Lysimachia ciliata  Fringed Yellow‐
Loosestrife 

FACW                              2017  2017  2017                  2017 

Lysimachia lanceolata  Lance‐Leaf Yellow‐
Loosestrife 

FAC                                          2017           

Lysimachia nummularia  Creeping‐Jenny  FACW                                2015  2017  2017                 



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Lythrum salicaria  Purple Loosestrife  OBL   
2015 
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2017  2015  2017  2017   
2015
2017 

  2017  2017 
2015
2017 

  2015  2017   
2015
2017 

         

Maianthemum racemosum  Feathery False 
Solomon's‐Seal 

FACU                              2017    2017  2017      2017  2017        2017 

Malus baccata  Siberian Crab Apple  UPL      2017                                               

Malus coronaria  Wild Sweet Crab Apple  UPL      2015                                               

Malus ioensis  Iowa Crab Apple  UPL                              2017                       

Malus prunifolia  Plum‐Leaf Crab Apple  UPL                            2017                         

Malus pumila  Apple  UPL      2017                                               

Malus sp.*                                        2017                 

Marrubium vulgare  White Horehound  FAC    2017                                                 

Medicago lupulina  Black Medick  FACU        2017                    2017      2017              2017     

Melilotus officinalis  Yellow Sweet‐Clover  FACU                                    2017                 

Morus alba  White Mulberry  FAC     
2015 
2017 

2017  2017          2017        2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017    2017   

Morus rubra  Red Mulberry  FACU                                    2017                 

Muscari botryoides  Grape Hyacinth  UPL                                              2017       

Myosotis scorpioides  True Forget‐Me‐Not  OBL                            2017          2017  2017      2017       

Nepeta cataria  Catnip  FACU    2017  2017                        2017                    2017  2017 

Oenothera biennis  King's‐Cureall  FACU    2017  2017  2017  2017                    2017 
2015
2017 

  2017  2017  2017      2017      2017 

Onoclea sensibilis  Sensitive Fern  FACW                        2017                             

Ornithogalum umbellatum  Star‐of‐Bethlehem  UPL                                        2017             

Osmorhiza claytoni  Black‐Seed Rice Grass  UPL                              2017            2017  2017  2017       

Osmunda cinnamomea  Cinnamon Fern  FACW                                          2017           

Oxalis stricta  Upright Yellow Wood‐
Sorrel 

FACU                                    2017          2017       

Packera glabella  Cress‐Leaf Groundsel  FACW      2017                      2017    2017    2017        2017         

Paeonia sp.*                                                        2017 

Panicum sp.*                                          2017               

Panicum virgatum  Wand Panic Grass  FAC                                    2015        2017         

Parthenocissus quinquefolia  Virginia‐Creeper  FACU    2017  2017  2017  2017        2017  2017        2017 
201520
17 

2015  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017    2017  2017 

Persicaria amphibia  Water Smartweed  OBL    2015                            2015                     



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Persicaria hydropiper  Mild Water‐Pepper  OBL                        2015      2015  2015                     

Persicaria lapathifolia  Dock‐Leaf Smartweed  FACW   
2015 
2017 

      2045    2015                2015  2015  2015      2015           

Persicaria maculosa  Lady's‐Thumb  FACW                                  2017                   

Persicaria virginianum  Jumpseed  FAC                                    2017                 

Phalaris arundinacea  Reed Canary Grass  FACW    2017  2017  2017                    2017  2015 
2015
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017    2017        2017   

Phegopteris hexagonoptera  Broad Beech Fern  FACU                                            2017         

Philadelphus coronarius  Sweet Mock Orange  UPL                                        2017             

Phragmites australis ssp. 
americanus  Common Reed  FACW   

2015 
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017   
2015
2017 

2017  2015  2017  2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2015
2017 

2017    2015  2015 
2015 
2017 

2017   
2015
2017 

      2017   

Physocarpus opulifolius  Atlantic Ninebark  FACW    2017                                                 

Phytolacca americana  American Pokeweed  FACU                            2017  2017    2015        2015           

Picea abies  Norway Spruce  UPL          2017                    2017                2017       

Pinus resinosa  Red Pine  FACU                              2017                  2017     

Pinus strobus  Eastern White Pine  FACU  SR                          2017                         

Plantago lanceolata  English Plantain  FACU        2017                    2017      2017    2017  2017    2017  2017  2017     

Plantago major  Great Plantain  FAC                              2017                       

Plantago rugelli  Black‐Seed Plantain  FAC        2017                          2017 
2015 
2017 

              2017 

Poa annua  Annual Blue Grass  FACU                                          2015           

Poa bulbosa  Bulbous Blue Grass  UPL                                              2017       

Poa chapmniana  Chapman's Blue Grass  FACU                                              2017       

Poa pratensis  Kentucky Blue Grass  FAC                              2017                       

Polygonatum commutatum  King Solomon's‐Seal  FACU                            2017  2017            2017           

Populus deltoides  Eastern Cottonwood  FAC    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2015  2017  2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2015         
2015 
2017 

2017  2017 
2015
2017 

  2017    2017  2017 

Populus tremuloides  Quaking Aspen  FAC                                          2017           

Potentilla recta  Sulfur Cinquefoil  UPL    2017    2017                          2017    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017      2017 

Prunus americana  American Plum  UPL    2017      2017                  2017  2017    2017    2017      2017  2017    2017   

Prunus serotina  Black Cherry  FACU     
2015 
2017 

                    2017        2017        2017         

Prunus virginiana  Choke Cherry  FACU      2017                        2017          2017  2017  2017  2017       

Pseudotsuga taxifolia                                  2017                       



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 

 

Appendix D  Floristic Quality Assessment Inventory for Habitat Units within NICTD West Lake Environmental Survey Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name  W
et
la
n
d
 In
d
ic
at
o
r 
St
at
u
s 

St
at
e
 S
ta
tu
s 

H
0
1
 

H
0
2
 

H
0
4
 

H
0
5
 

H
0
6
 

H
0
8
 

H
0
9
 

H
1
0
 

H
1
1
 

H
1
3
 

H
1
4
 

H
1
6
 

H
1
7
 

H
1
8
 

H
1
9
 

H
2
0
 

H
2
1
 

H
2
2
 

H
2
3
 

H
2
4
 

H
2
5
 

H
2
6
 

H
2
8
 

H
2
9
 

H
3
0
 

 M
P
 0
.0
0
‐0
.0
0
 

M
P
 6
1
.4
‐6
1
.5
4
 

M
P
 0
.0
0
‐6
1
.9
1
 

M
P
 6
2
.0
0
‐6
2
.1
0
 

M
P
 6
1
.9
1
‐6
2
.3
3
 

M
P
 6
2
.1
0
‐6
2
.3
4
 

M
P
 6
2
.4
5
‐6
2
.7
8
 

M
P
 6
2
.8
5
‐6
2
.8
9
 

M
P
 6
2
.8
5
‐6
2
.9
7
 

M
P
 6
2
.9
4
‐6
2
.9
5
 

M
P
 6
2
.9
7
‐6
3
.2
3
 

M
P
 6
3
.2
6
‐6
3
.3
8
 

M
P
 6
3
.2
6
‐6
3
.2
6
 

M
P
  6
3
.4
1
‐6
4
.1
4
 

M
P
 6
4
.1
6
‐6
4
.8
9
 

M
P
 6
4
.8
9
‐6
4
.9
5
 

M
P
 6
4
.9
5
‐6
5
.0
0
 

M
P
 6
5
.0
5
‐6
5
.1
5
 

M
P
 6
5
.1
5
‐6
5
.4
1
 

M
P
 6
5
.4
3
‐6
5
.9
2
 

M
P
 6
5
.4
3
‐6
5
.9
2
 

M
P
 6
6
.4
3
‐6
7
.1
4
 

M
P
 6
7
.1
5
‐6
7
.7
5
 

M
P
 6
8
.1
8
‐6
8
.3
1
 

M
P
 6
8
.4
7
‐6
8
.4
8
 

M
P
 6
9
.0
0
‐6
.9
1
 

Pycnanthemum virginianum  Virginia Mountain‐Mint  FACW    2017    2017                                             

Pyrus calleryana  Ornamental Pear  UPL   
2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017                    2017        2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017     

Pyrus communis  Pear  UPL    2015                                                 

Pyrus malus*                                2017                         

Quercus alba  Northern White Oak  FACU                             
2015
2017 

                     

Quercus macrocarpa  Burr Oak  FAC                             
2015
2017 

    2017  2017    2017           

Quercus palustris  Pin Oak  FACW                                            2017        2017 

Quercus rubra  Northern Red Oak  FACU                              2017              2017    2017     

Ranunculus abortivus  Kidney‐Leaf Buttercup  FACW      2017            2017  2017        2017    2017    2017  2017    2017    2017    2017  2017 

Ranunculus hispidus var. 
nitidus  Bristly Buttercup  FAC                                  2017                   

Ranunculus sclereatus  Cursed Buttercup  OBL            2017  2017                                       

Reynoutria japonica     Japanese‐Knotweed  FACU                                          2017      2017     

Rhamnus cathartica  European Buckthorn  FAC                          2015                  2017         

Rhus hirta  Staghorn Sumac  UPL      2017                             
2015 
2017 

    2017           

Ribes americanum  Wild Black Currant  FACW    2015                              2017  2017                2017 

Ribes cynosbati  Eastern Prickly 
Gooseberry 

FAC                                          2017           

Ribes rubrum  Red Currant  UPL                                          2017        2017   

Robinia pseudoacacia  Black Locust  FACU                                2017  2017  2017  2017   
2015
2017 

2017  2017       

Rosa blanda  Smooth Rose  FACU                                            2017         

Rosa carolina  Carolina Rose  FACU                              2017        2017              2017 

Rosa multiflora  Rambler Rose  FACU    2017  2017    2017                  2017        2017  2017    2017    2017      2017 

Rosa palustris  Swamp Rose  OBL    2015  2017                                               

Rubus allegheniensis  Allegheny Blackberry  FACU        2017                    2017                         

Rubus occidentalis  Black Raspberry  UPL    2017 
2015 
2017 

                      2017    2017      2017  2017    2017    2017   

Rubus sp.*          2017    2017                                           

Rubus steelei*                                2017                         

Rubus strigosus*                                              2017           



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Rubus wheeleri  Wheeler's Blackberry  FAC    2017                                                 

Rubus X neglectus            2017                                             

Rudbeckia laciniata  Green‐Head Coneflower  FACW                                2017  2017                   

Rumex crispus  Curly Dock  FAC      2017  2017                    2017    2017    2017    2017  2017  2017    2017     

Rumex obtusifolius  Bitter Dock  FACW                                          2017           

Salix discolor  Pussy Willow  FACW     
2015 
2017 

                                             

Salix eriocephala  Missouri Willow  FACW                                    2015                 

Salix fragilis  Crack Willow  UPL     
2015 
2017 

            2017      2017  2017   
2015
2017 

2017  2017                 

Salix interior  Sandbar Willow  FACW     
2015 
2017 

2017   
2015
2017 

2017    2017  2017      2017  2017        2015  2017   
2015
2017 

        2017 

Salix myricoides  Bayberry Willow  FACW    2017  2017  2017                                            2017 

Salix nigra  Black Willow  OBL      2017                              2017      2017          2017 

Salix petiolaris  Meadow Willow  OBL      2017                          2015        2017  2017           

Salix purpurea  Purple Willow  FACW            2017                                         

Sambucus nigra ssp. 
canadensis  Black Elder  FACW   

2015 
2017 

2017  2017    2017      2017  2017      2017  2017   
2015
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017      2017      2017    2017 

Sanicula odorata  Clustered Black‐
Snakeroot 

FAC                              2017      2017                2017 

Saponaria offinialis  Bouncing‐Bett  FACU      2017                      2017  2017      2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017       

Schoenoplectus 
tabernaemontani  Soft‐Stem Club‐Rush  OBL            2017                        2015                 

Scirpus atrovirens  Dark‐Green Bulrush  OBL            2015            2015                             

Scutellaria lateriflora  Mad Dog Skullcap  OBL                                                     

Securigera varia  Crown Vetch  UPL                            2017    2017  2017    2017        2017       

Sedum sarmentosum  Yellow Stonecrop  UPL                            2017  2017              2017         

Setaria faberii  Japanese Bristle Grass  FACU    2017                                                 

Setaria pumila  Yellow Bristle Grass  FAC                                2015    2015    2017      2017       

Silene latifolia  White Campion  UPL                                                    2017 

Silphium perfolistum  Cup‐Plant  FACW                                2017  2017                   

Sium suave  Hemlock Water‐Parsnip  OBL                                      2017               

Smilax pulverulenta                                                  2017       

Solanum americanum  American Black 
Nightshade 

FACU            2015                      2015                   



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 

 

Appendix D  Floristic Quality Assessment Inventory for Habitat Units within NICTD West Lake Environmental Survey Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name  W
et
la
n
d
 In
d
ic
at
o
r 
St
at
u
s 

St
at
e
 S
ta
tu
s 

H
0
1
 

H
0
2
 

H
0
4
 

H
0
5
 

H
0
6
 

H
0
8
 

H
0
9
 

H
1
0
 

H
1
1
 

H
1
3
 

H
1
4
 

H
1
6
 

H
1
7
 

H
1
8
 

H
1
9
 

H
2
0
 

H
2
1
 

H
2
2
 

H
2
3
 

H
2
4
 

H
2
5
 

H
2
6
 

H
2
8
 

H
2
9
 

H
3
0
 

 M
P
 0
.0
0
‐0
.0
0
 

M
P
 6
1
.4
‐6
1
.5
4
 

M
P
 0
.0
0
‐6
1
.9
1
 

M
P
 6
2
.0
0
‐6
2
.1
0
 

M
P
 6
1
.9
1
‐6
2
.3
3
 

M
P
 6
2
.1
0
‐6
2
.3
4
 

M
P
 6
2
.4
5
‐6
2
.7
8
 

M
P
 6
2
.8
5
‐6
2
.8
9
 

M
P
 6
2
.8
5
‐6
2
.9
7
 

M
P
 6
2
.9
4
‐6
2
.9
5
 

M
P
 6
2
.9
7
‐6
3
.2
3
 

M
P
 6
3
.2
6
‐6
3
.3
8
 

M
P
 6
3
.2
6
‐6
3
.2
6
 

M
P
  6
3
.4
1
‐6
4
.1
4
 

M
P
 6
4
.1
6
‐6
4
.8
9
 

M
P
 6
4
.8
9
‐6
4
.9
5
 

M
P
 6
4
.9
5
‐6
5
.0
0
 

M
P
 6
5
.0
5
‐6
5
.1
5
 

M
P
 6
5
.1
5
‐6
5
.4
1
 

M
P
 6
5
.4
3
‐6
5
.9
2
 

M
P
 6
5
.4
3
‐6
5
.9
2
 

M
P
 6
6
.4
3
‐6
7
.1
4
 

M
P
 6
7
.1
5
‐6
7
.7
5
 

M
P
 6
8
.1
8
‐6
8
.3
1
 

M
P
 6
8
.4
7
‐6
8
.4
8
 

M
P
 6
9
.0
0
‐6
.9
1
 

Solanum dulcamara  Climbing Nightshade  FAC    2017  2017    2017                  2017    2017    2017  2017    2017        2017   

Solidago altissima  Tall Goldenrod  FACU   
2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017  2015                2017  2017  2015  2015 
2015 
2017 

2017  2017  2017    2017      2017 

Solidago gigantea  Late Goldenrod  FACW                                2015  2017  2017                 

Solidago nemoralis  Gray Goldenrod  UPL                            2017                         

Solidago rugosa  Wrinkle‐Leaf Goldenrod  FAC                          2015                           

Sonchus oleraceus  Common Sow‐Thistle  FACU                                2015                     

Sorbus aucuparia  European Mountain‐Ash  UPL                                              2017       

Spartina pectinata  Freshwater Cord Grass  FACW    2015                                                 

Stellaria media  Common Chickweed  FACU                            2017  2017          2017    2017  2017  2017    2017 

Symphyotrichum concinnum*                                                2017         

Symphyotrichum lanceolatum  White Panicled 
American‐Aster 

FAC                            2017  2015    2017  2017  2017   
2015
2017 

         

Symphyotrichum lateriflorum  Farewell‐Summer  FACW                                          2017           

Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae New England American‐
Aster 

FACW            2015    2015                    2015                 

Symphyotrichum racemosum  Fragile‐Stem American‐
Aste 

FACW    2015                                                 

Symphytrichum pilosum  Arrow‐Leaf Aster  UPL                                2015  2015                   

Syringa sp.*                                                2017         

Taraxacum officinale  Common Dandelion  FACU    2017  2017  2017  2017                  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017 

Taxus sp.*                                2017  2017                       

Thalitrum pubescens*                                2017  2017                       

Thlaspi arvense  Field Pennycress  FACU      2017                                               

Tilia americana  American Basswood  FACU                              2017    2017        2017  2017        2017 

Toxicdendron radicans  Pale False Manna Grass  OBL    2015    2017                    2017  2015      2017      2017          2017 

Tradescantia ohiensis  Bluejacket  FACU                                    2017                 

Tragopogon dubius  Sand Goat’s‐Beard  UPL    2017                        2017                         

Trifolium hybridum  Alsike Clover  FACU        2017  2017                  2017    2017  2017      2017      2017    2017  2017 

Trifolium pratense  Red Clover  FACU        2017                    2017    2017  2017  2017  2017  2017    2017  2017  2017     

Trifolium repens  White Clover  FACU                            2017  2017          2017    2017         

Triticum aestivum  Wheat  UPL                                2017                     

Typha angustifolia  Narrow‐Leaf Cat‐Tail  OBL    2015 
2015 
2017 

    2015  2017  2015  2017      2015  2017    2015  2015  2015  2015      2015           



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013) and specimens only identified to genus. 
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Typha latifolia  Broad‐Leaf Cat‐Tail  OBL            2017  2017            2015                2017           

Ulmus americana  American Elm  FACW                            2017    2017  2017  2017  2017    2017           

Ulmus pumila  Siberian Elm  UPL    2017  2017    2017                  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017  2017    2017 

Ulmus rubra  Slippery Elm  FAC                              2015  2015        2017      2017       

Urtica chamaedryoides*                                    2017                     

Urtica dioica ssp. gracilis  Tall Nettle  FACW                               
2015
2017 

2015  2017    2017            2017 

Valerianella locusta  European Corn Salad  UPL        2017                                             

Verbascum thapsis  Showy Mullein  UPL    2017                          2017      2017  2017    2017  2017  2017  2017    2017 

Verbena hastata  Simpler's‐Joy  FACW    2015        2015                              2015           

Veronica arvensis  Corn Speedwell  FACU                              2017          2017             

Veronica persica  Bird’s‐Eye Speedwell  UPL                            2017  2017                       

Viburnum acerifolium  Maple‐Leaf Arrow‐Wood  UPL                            2017                         

Viburnum dentatum  Southern Arrow‐Wood  FAC    2017  2017              2017    2017      2017      2017                 

Viburnum lantana  Wayfarinig Tree  UPL                            2017          2017               

Viburnum opulus  Possumhaw  FACW    2017  2017      2017      2017          2017  2017            2017           

Viburnum sieboldii*                                              2017           

Vinca minor  Common Periwinkle  UPL                            2017  2017                       

Viola sororia  Hooded Blue Violet  FAC      2017                      2017  2017      2017  2017  2017  2017          2017 

Vitis riparia  River‐Bank Grape  FACW   
2015 
2017 

2015 
2017 

2017  2017        2017      2017 
2015
2017 

2017 
2015
2017 

2015
2017 

2017 
2015 
2017 

2017  2017 
2015
2017 

2017  2017    2017  2017 

Yucca smalliana  Yucca  UPL                            2017          2017               

Zizia aurea  Golden Alexanders  FAC                                                    2017 
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Appendix E  Floristic Quality Assessment, Mean C Value, and Species Richness for Wetlands within NICTD West Lake NWI Environmental Survey 
Area 

Wetland ID 
Cowardin 
Class 

Wetland Size 
within 

Environmental 
Survey area 
(acres) 

FQI  Mean C Value  Species Richness 

All species
Native 
Species 

Adjusted  All Species
Native 
Species 

All Species
Native 
Species 

Species  
Per Acre 

Wetland 9  PFO  0.9671  14.56  19.35  26.58  2.00  3.53  56  30  57.9 

Wetland 38  PFO  0.3017  13.48  17.41  2347.00  1.82  3.03  57  33  198.7 

Wetland 39  PFO  0.0461  6.35  8.98  12.96  0.92  1.83  50  24  1084.0 

Wetland 40  PEM  0.2562  5.29  5.72  21.60  2.00  2.33  7  6  27.3 

Wetland 11  PEM  0.0704  6.33  7.00  21.11  1.91  2.33  11  9  101.2 

Wetland 12  PEM  0.9466  10.96  12.87  23.91  20.30  2.81  30  21  31.7 

Wetland 17  PEM  1.4162  5.55  6.67  18.49  1.54  2.22  16  9  11.3 

Wetland 36  PEM  0.1065  8.14  9.00  27.14  2.45  3.00  11  9  103.3 

Wetland 35  PEM  0.0421  3.40  4.67  11.32  0.82  1.56  17  9  403.6 

Wetland 37R  PFO  0.2488  4.16  5.00  13.87  1.15  1.67  15  9  54.8 

Wetland 37L  PFO  0.0909  6.65  8.04  18.45  1.53  2.23  19  13  166.4 

Wetland 32  PEM  1.4236  1.73  1.73  10.00  1.00  1.00  3  3  1.3 

Wetland 34  PFO  0.4797  9.86  11.10  9.86  2.26  2.87  19  15  32.1 

Wetland 33  PEM  0.2626  5.42  6.93  16.35  1.28  2.09  18  11  68.5 

Wetland 2  PFO  0.0801  11.08  12.14  28.60  2.61  3.13  18  15  224.7 

Wetland 1  PEM  0.1359  5.97  7.77  16.56  1.27  2.15  22  13  162.3 

Wetland 4  PFO  0.1372  3.87  4.74  12.25  1.00  1.50  15  10  148.2 

Wetland 3  PEM  0.0726  5.51  6.55  13.37  1.13  1.59  24  17  1340.6 

Wetland 5  PEM  0.0628  8.73  9.43  20.57  1.90  2.22  21  18  334.7 

Wetland 6  PFO  0.0120  8.51  9.46  20.64  1.86  2.29  21  17  1750.3 

Wetland 7  PEM  0.6556  9.17  9.86  21.03  1.95  2.26  22  19  33.6 

Wetland 8 & 10 
PFO & 
PEM 

0.4952  12.71  16.05  19.61  1.55  2.48  70  42  141.4 
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*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
 

Appendix F  Floristic Quality Assessment Inventory for Wetlands within NICTD West Lake Environmental Footprint Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name 
Wetland 
Indicator 
Status 
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Status  W
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Acer negundo  Ash‐Leaf Maple  FAC    
2015/
2017

2017                                  2015     2015    2015 2015    2017  

Acer rubrum  Red Maple  FAC                                                                     

Acer saccharinum  Silver Maple  FACW 
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2017                2017                      2015       2015 2015
2015/
2017

 

Acer saccharum  Sugar Maple  FACU                                                     2015              

Agrimonia parviflora  Harvestlice  FACW  2017                                                                 

Agrostis gigantea  Black Bent  FACW                                               2015                    

Ailanthus altissima  Tree‐of‐Heaven  FACU                                                           2015    2017  

Alisma subcordatum  American Water‐Plantain  OBL                                                                 2015  

Alisma triviale  Northern Water‐Plantain  OBL                                                              2015     

Alliaria petiolata  Garlic‐Mustard  FAC        2017                                                       2017  

Allium cernuum  Nodding Onion  FACU                                                                 2015  

Allium porrum*                                                                     2017  

Ambrosia artemisiifolia  Annual Ragweed  FACU                    2017       2017 2017                                   

Ambrosia trifida  Great Ragweed  FAC                                                     2015          2015  

Ampelopsis cordata  Turquoise‐Berry  UPL                                                                 2017  

Apocynum cannibinum  Indian‐Hemp  FAC                                                                 2017  

Arctium lappa  Great Burdock  UPL  2015    2017                                     2015    2015          2017  

Artemisia annua  Annual Wormwood  FACU     2017 2017       2017             2017                                   

Artemisia biennis  Biennial Wormwood  FACW  2017                                                                 

Asclepias syriaca  Common Milkweed  FACU  2017
2015/
2017

2017                                                       2017  

Asparagus officinalis  Asparagus  FACU                                         2015                           

Barbarea vulgaris  Garden Yellow‐Rocket  FAC  2017    2017                2017 2017                                  2017  

Bidens cernua  Nodding Burr‐Marigold  OBL                 2015    2015                   2015  2015    2015 2015 2015 2015 2015  

Bidens frondosa  Devil's‐Pitchfork  FACW                                                              2015 2015  

Boehmeria cylindrica  Small‐Spike False Nettle  OBL                                                                 2017  

Bromus rigidus*      2017                                                                 

Carex bebbii  Bebb's Sedge  OBL  ST    2015                                                              

Carex blanda  Eastern Woodland Sedge  FAC                                                                 2017  

Carex sp.*      2017    2017          2017       2017                                  2017  

Carex stricta  Uptight Sedge  OBL  2015       2015                                                        

Carex vulpinoidea  Common Fox Sedge  FACW                                                                 2015  

Carex X subimpressa*      2017                                                                 

Catalpa speciosa  Northern Catalpa  FACU  SR 2015                                                 2015              

Chaenomeles japonica*                                                                     2017  

Cirsium arvense  Canadian Thistle  FACU  2017 2017 2017       2017                            2015    2015              



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
 

Appendix F  Floristic Quality Assessment Inventory for Wetlands within NICTD West Lake Environmental Footprint Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name 
Wetland 
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Cirsium discolor  Field Thistle  FACU     2017 2017       2017                                              2017  

Cirsium vulgare  Bull Thistle  FACU                                            2015                        

Conium maculatum  Poison‐Hemlock  FACW  2017 2017 2017       2017                                                  

Cornus alba  Red Osier  FACW  2017
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

   2017 2015 2017    2017 2017 2017   
2015/
2017 

2015/
2017 

                     2017  

Cornus amomum*            2017                                                           

Cornus baileyi*         2017                                                              

Crataegus mollis  Downy Hawthorn  FAC                                            2015              2015        

Crataegus monogyna  English Hawthorn  FACU  2017 2017                                                              

Cyperus esculentus  Chufa  FACW                 2015                   2015        2015       2015    2015 2015  

Cyperus flavescens  Yellow Flat Sedge  OBL                                            2015                        

Daucus carota  Queen Anne’s Lace  UPL  2017    2017                                                       2017  

Desmanthus illinoiensis  Prairie Bundle‐Flower  FACU                                                        2015           

Dipsacus fullonum  Fuller's Teasel  FACU                 2017 2017                                           2017  

Echinochloa crus‐galli  Large Barnyard Grass  FACW     2015                               2015        2015       2015           

Elaeagnus angustifolia  Russian‐Olive  FACU     2017       2017                         2015                       2017  

Eleocharis palustris  Common Spike‐Rush  OBL                    2017                                               

Eleocharis sp.*                     2017 2017       2017                                      

Elymus virginicus  Virginia Wild Rye  FACW                                                     2015 2015           

Epilobium coloratum  Purple‐Leaf Willowherb  OBL  2015                                                       2015        

Equisetum arvense  Field Horsetail  FAC  2017
2015/
2017

2015 2015 2017             2017    2017  2017 
2015/
2017 

                  2015 2017  

Equisetum fluviatile  Water Horsetail  OBL     2015                                                              

Equisetum hyemale  Tall Scouring‐Rush  FACW     2017                                  2017                           

Eupatorium serotinum  Late‐Flowering Thoroughwort  FAC  2015             2015    2015                2015     2015    2015 2015 2015    2015  

Euthamia graminifolia  Flat‐Top Goldentop  FACW                                                        2015           

Festuca pratensis  Clustered Fescue  FAC  2017 2017       2017                                                 2017  

Fragaria virginiana  Virginia Strawberry  FACU  2017
2015/
2017

2017 2015                                                        

Frangula alnus  Glossy False Buckthorn  FACW 
2015/
2017

2017       2017 2017          2017 2017   
2015/
2017 

2017                           

Fraxinus pensylvanica  Green Ash  FACW  2017                2017                2017     2015     2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
2015/
2017

 

Galium aparine  Sticky‐Willy  FACU     2017 2017                2017    2017                               2017  

Galium tinctorium  Stiff Marsh Bedstraw  OBL     2017                                                              

Geum canadense  White Avens  FAC                                                              2015 2017  

Geum laciniatum var. trichocarpum  Rough Avens  FACW  2015             2015                   2015     2015              2015    2015  

Glechoma hederacea  Groundivy  FACU     2017                   2017                   2015       2015       2017  

Gleditsia tricanthos var. inermis  Honey‐Locust  FACU                                                                 2017  



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
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Scientific Name  Common Name 
Wetland 
Indicator 
Status 
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Helianthus giganteus  Giant Sunflower  FACW                                                              2015     

Helianthus tuberosus  Jerusalem‐Artichoke  FACU                                            2015  2015    2015              

Hypericum canadense  Lesser Canadian St. John's‐Wort  FACW     2017                                                              

Hypericum punctatum  Spotted St. John's‐Wort  FAC                 2017                                                  

Impatiens capensis  Spotted Touch‐Me‐Not  FACW                                                     2015    2015        

Ipomoea hederacea  Ivy‐Leaf Morning‐Glory  FAC                                               2015    2015         
2015/
2017

 

Juglans nigra  Black Walnut  FACU                                                                 2017  

Juncus dudleyi  Dudley's Rush  FACW           2015          2015             2015                 2015           

Juncus sp.*                        2017                                               

Juncus torreyi  Torrey's Rush  FACW                       2015             2015                 2015       2015  

Juniperus virginiana  Eastern Red‐Cedar  FACU     2017 2017                                                           

Lactuca serriolata  Prickly Lettuce  FACU                                                                 2017  

Lamium amplexicaule  Henbit  UPL        2017                                                           

Lamium purpureum  Purple Dead Nettle  UPL                                                                 2017  

Laportea canadensis  Canadian Wood‐Nettle  FACW                                                              2015     

Leonurus cardiiaca  Motherwort  UPL                                                                 2017  

Lepidium campestre  Field Pepperwort  UPL  2017    2017                                                           

Leucanthemum vulgare  Ox‐Eye Daisy  UPL                          2017                                         

Lonicera maackii  Amur Honeysuckle  UPL        2017                                                           

Lonicera morrowii  Morrow's Honeysuckle  FACU  2017 2017                   2017 2017                                      

Lonicera sp.*                                                                         

Lonicera tatarica  Twinsisters  FACU     2017             2017                   2017                       2017  

Lycopus uniflorus  Northern Water‐Horehound  OBL                       2015             2015                              

Lysimachia nummularia  Creeping‐Jenny  FACW                                                  2015                 

Lythrum salicaria  Purple Loosestrife  OBL 
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2015   
2015/
2017

2017 2015 2017 2017 2017   
2015/
2017 

      2015       2015 2015 2015
2015/
2017

 

Malus baccata  Siberian Crab Apple  UPL        2017                                                           

Malus coronaria  Wild Sweet Crab Apple  UPL     2015                                                              

Malus pumila  Apple  UPL     2017                                                              

Morus alba  White Mulberry  FAC     2017 2015                2017                      2015 2015       2015 2017  

Nepeta cataria  Catnip  FACU  2017 2017 2017                                                           

Oenothera biennis  King's‐Cureall  FACU  2017 2017 2017 2015                                  2015                    

Onoclea sensibilis  Sensitive Fern  FACW                                      2017                              

Osmorhiza claytoni  Black‐Seed Rice Grass  UPL                                                                 2017  

Packera glabella  Cress‐Leaf Groundsel  FACW     2017                                                              

Panicum virgatum  Wand Panic Grass  FAC                                                              2015     



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
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Parthenocissus quinquefolia  Virginia‐Creeper  FACU  2017 2017 2017    2017          2017 2017             2015     2015             2017  

Persicaria amphibia  Water Smartweed  OBL  2015                                           2015                    

Persicaria hydropiper  Mild Water‐Pepper  OBL                                      2015     2015  2015          2015        

Persicaria lapathifolia  Dock‐Leaf Smartweed  FACW 
2015/
2017

            2045    2015                      2015    2015 2015 2015 2015 2015  

Phalaris arundinacea  Reed Canary Grass  FACW  2017    2017                                  2015  2015 2015 2015          2017  

Phragmites australis ssp. americanus  Common Reed  FACW 
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2015    2017
2015/
2017

2017 2015 2017 2017    2017 
2015/
2017 

2015/
2017 

      2015 2015 2015 2015 2015
2015/
2017

 

Phytolacca americana  American Pokeweed  FACU                                                     2015          2015  

Plantago rugelli  Black‐Seed Plantain  FAC                                                        2015           

Poa annua  Annual Blue Grass  FACU                                                                 2015  

Populus deltoides  Eastern Cottonwood  FAC     2017 2017    2017 2017 2017 2015 2017 2017 2017 2017 
2015/
2017 

2015              2015 2015 2015
2015/
2017

 

Populus tremuloides  Quaking Aspen  FAC                                                                 2017  

Potentilla recta  Sulfur Cinquefoil  UPL  2017                                                                 

Prunus pensylvanica  Fire Cherry  FACU        2017                                                           

Prunus serotina  Black Cherry  FACU    
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

                                                          

Prunus virginiana  Choke Cherry  FACU                                                                 2017  

Pycnanthemum virginianum  Virginia Mountain‐Mint  FACW  2017                                                                 

Pyrus calleryana  Ornamental Pear  UPL 
2015/
2017

2017 2017                                                       2017  

Pyrus communis  Pear  UPL  2015                                                                 

Quercus alba  Northern White Oak  FACU                                            2015                        

Quercus macrocarpa  Burr Oak  FAC                                            2015                        

Ranunculus abortivus  Kidney‐Leaf Buttercup  FACW        2017                2017                                         

Ranunculus sclereatus  Cursed Buttercup  OBL                 2017 2017                                               

Reynoutria japonica  Japanese‐Knotweed  FACU                                                                 2017  

Rhamnus cathartica  European Buckthorn  FAC                                         2015                 2015        

Rhus hirta  Staghorn Sumac  UPL     2017 2017                                                     2015 2017  

Ribes americanum  Wild Black Currant  FACW  2015                                                       2015        

Robinia pseudoacacia  Black Locust  FACU                                                                 2015  

Rosa multiflora  Rambler Rose  FACU  2017 2017                                                              

Rosa palustris  Swamp Rose  OBL  2015    2017                                                           

Rubus occidentalis  Black Raspberry  UPL  2017 2015 2017                                                           

Rubus sp.*         2017                                                              

Rubus wheeleri  Wheeler's Blackberry  FAC  2017                                                                 

Rumex crispus  Curly Dock  FAC     2017 2017                                                       2017  

Salix discolor  Pussy Willow  FACW     2015/                                                              



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
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2017

Salix eriocephala  Missouri Willow  FACW                                                        2015           

Salix fragilis  Crack Willow  UPL     2015
2015/
2017

               2017             2017        2015                 

Salix interior  Sandbar Willow  FACW    
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2015 2017
2015/
2017

2017    2017 2017 2017       2017                    2015
2015/
2017

 

Salix myricoides  Bayberry Willow  FACW     2017                                                              

Salix nigra  Black Willow  OBL     2017 2017                                                       2017  

Salix petiolaris  Meadow Willow  OBL     2017                                        2015                    

Salix purpurea  Purple Willow  FACW                 2017                                                  

Sambucus nigra ssp. canadensis  Black Elder  FACW 
2015/
2017

2017       2017 2017       2017 2017          2017           2015          2017  

Saponaria offinialis  Bouncing‐Bett  FACU        2017                                                       2017  

Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani  Soft‐Stem Club‐Rush  OBL                 2017                                     2015           

Scirpus atrovirens  Dark‐Green Bulrush  OBL                 2015                   2015                              

Scutellaria lateriflora  Mad Dog Skullcap  OBL                                                           2015        

Setaria faberii  Japanese Bristle Grass  FACU  2017                                                                 

Setaria pumila  Yellow Bristle Grass  FAC                                               2015       2015           

Solanum americanum  American Black Nightshade  FACU                 2015                                  2015              

Solanum dulcamara  Climbing Nightshade  FAC  2017    2017                                                           

Solidago altissima  Tall Goldenrod  FACU 
2015/
2017

2017 2017       2015                            2015 2015 2015       2015 2015  

Solidago gigantea  Late Goldenrod  FACW                                               2015 2015          2015     

Solidago rugosa  Wrinkle‐Leaf Goldenrod  FAC                                         2015                           

Sonchus oleraceus  Common Sow‐Thistle  FACU                                               2015                    

Spartina pectinata  Freshwater Cord Grass  FACW  2015                                                                 

Symphyotrichum lanceolatum  White Panicled American‐Aster  FAC                                            2015              2015   
2015/
2017

 

Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae  New England American‐Aster  FACW                 2015    2015                                     2015     

Symphyotrichum racemosum  Fragile‐Stem American‐Aste  FACW  2015                                                                 

Symphytrichum pilosum  Arrow‐Leaf Aster  UPL                                                  2015 2015              

Taraxacum officinale  Common Dandelion  FACU     2017 2017                                                           

Thlaspi arvense  Field Pennycress  FACU        2017                                                           

Toxicdendron radicans  Pale False Manna Grass  OBL  2015                                        2015                    2017  

Typha angustifolia  Narrow‐Leaf Cat‐Tail  OBL  2015
2015/
2017

         2015 2017 2015             2015  2017  2015     2015 2015    2015 2015 2015  

Typha latifolia  Broad‐Leaf Cat‐Tail  OBL                 2017 2017                   2015                           

Ulmus americana  American Elm  FACW                                                           2015        

Ulmus pumila  Siberian Elm  UPL  2017 2017 2017                                                       2017  



*Indicates species, varieties or hybrids not included in the Chicago Region Floristic Quality Assessment Calculator database (Herman et al 2013). 
SE = state endangered, ST = state threatened, SR = state rare 
 

Appendix F  Floristic Quality Assessment Inventory for Wetlands within NICTD West Lake Environmental Footprint Area 

Scientific Name  Common Name 
Wetland 
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Ulmus rubra  Slippery Elm  FAC                                            2015     2015                 

Urtica dioica ssp. gracilis  Tall Nettle  FACW                                               2015    2015              

Verbena hastata  Simpler's‐Joy  FACW  2015             2015                                              2015  

Viburnum dentatum  Southern Arrow‐Wood  FAC  2017 2017 2017                2017          2017                              

Viburnum opulus  Possumhaw  FACW  2017 2017          2017             2017                                   

Viola sororia  Hooded Blue Violet  FAC        2017                                                           

Vitis riparia  River‐Bank Grape  FACW 
2015/
2017

2015/
2017

2017    2017             2017 2017    2017 
2015/
2017 

2015     2015 2015 2015      
2015/
2017
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Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Acer negundo  box elder  15  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  16  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  17  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  17  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  17  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  17  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  17  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  18  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  18  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  19  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  19  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  19  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  19  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  19  6 

Acer negundo  box elder  20  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  20  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  20  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  20  3 

Acer negundo  box elder  21  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  21  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  22  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  22  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  22  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  23  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  23  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  24  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  24  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  26  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  27  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  27  4 

Acer negundo  box elder  28  5 

Acer negundo  box elder  29  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  31  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  32  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  33  2 

Acer negundo  box elder  36  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  78  3 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  15  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  16  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  16  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  17  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  18  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  19  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  21  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  36  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  48  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  15  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  16  6 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  17  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  17  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  17  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  17  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  20  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  20  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  21  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  21  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  22  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  24  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  25  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  28  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  28  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  33  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  34  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  38  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  42  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  16  3 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  17  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  18  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  18  3 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  21  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  24  3 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  25  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  26  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  27  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  29  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  30  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  36  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  19  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  19  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  21  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  22  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  23  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  23  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  26  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  26  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  31  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  31  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  35  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  38  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  46  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  15  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  15  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  15  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  15  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  15  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  16  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  16  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  16  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  18  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  18  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Morus alba  white mulberry  18  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  18  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  20  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  4 

Morus alba  white mulberry  22  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  22  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  22  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  22  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  23  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  23  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  24  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  26  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  27  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  30  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  39  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  21  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  21  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  23  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  27  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  27  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  28  2 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  29  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  32  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  33  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  34  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  37  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  37  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  38  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  38  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  39  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  39  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  40  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  41  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  42  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  44  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  44  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  47  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  48  2 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  52  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  54  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  54  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  57  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  58  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  60  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  62  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  68  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  68  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  68  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  70  3 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  74  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  75  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  76  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  78  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  80  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  80  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  82  1 

Prunus serotina  black cherry  31  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  17  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  17  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  18  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  18  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  20  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  24  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  24  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  27  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  28  4 

Ulmus americana  American elm  31  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  31  2 

Ulmus americana  American elm  34  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  40  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  42  2 

Ulmus americana  American elm  49  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  63  4 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  15  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  15  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  19  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  19  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  20  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  20  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  21  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  21  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  21  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  22  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  22  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  23  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  24  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  26  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  27  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  28  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  30  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  31  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  31  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  31  3 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  32  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  32  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  37  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  38  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  38  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  38  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  39  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  40  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  41  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  43  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  45  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  48  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  58  3 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  63  2 

Unknown    18  5 

Unknown    22  5 

Unknown    26  6 

Unknown    28  5 
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Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Acer negundo  box elder  21  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  23  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  24  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  27  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  27  1 

Acer negundo  box elder  35  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  15  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  15  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  16  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  18  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  22  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  18  3 

Catalpa speciosa  catalpa  16  1 

Catalpa speciosa  catalpa  16  1 

Catalpa speciosa  catalpa  17  1 

Catalpa speciosa  catalpa  20  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  16  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  16  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  15  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  15  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  16  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  17  6 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  18  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  18  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  18  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  18  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  25  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  16  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  19  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  20  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  20  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  26  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  27  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  30  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  16  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  18  6 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  20  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  22  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  25  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  26  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  28  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  28  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  28  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  30  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  31  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  32  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  34  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  39  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  41  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  45  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  47  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  18  6 

Salix nigra  black willow  23  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  26  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  26  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  27  2 

Salix nigra  black willow  27  2 

Salix nigra  black willow  28  4 

Salix nigra  black willow  32  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  33  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  40  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  41  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  42  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  23  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  27  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  30  1 
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Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Acer negundo  boxelder  19  3 

Acer negundo  boxelder  21  1 

Acer negundo  boxelder  22  4 

Acer negundo  boxelder  22  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  22  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  23  1 

Acer saccharinum  silver maple  24  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  19  1 

Ailanthus altissima  tree‐of‐heaven  24  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  15  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  18  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  18  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  19  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  19  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  19  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  19  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  20  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  20  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  21  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  25  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  27  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  27  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  28  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  28  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  30  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  33  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  33  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  33  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  34  3 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  35  1 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  37  2 

Fraxinus pennsylvanica  green ash  39  3 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  20  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  23  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  23  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  25  1 

Juglans nigra  black walnut  25  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  17  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  19  1 

Morus alba  white mulberry  21  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  16  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  17  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  18  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  18  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  19  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  19  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  20  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  20  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  20  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  22  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  23  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  23  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  24  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  24  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  25  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  25  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  26  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  26  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  26  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  26  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  27  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  29  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  29  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  30  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  32  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  33  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  33  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  33  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  34  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  34  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  35  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  37  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  39  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  40  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  41  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  42  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  46  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  47  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  48  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  50  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  86  2 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  110  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  135  1 

Populus deltoides  eastern cottonwood  159  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  17  1 

Salix nigra  black willow  19  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  15  3 

Ulmus americana  American elm  18  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  22  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  22  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  22  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  25  1 

Ulmus americana  American elm  39  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  15  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  16  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 



Species  Common name  dbh (cm)  Stage of Decay 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  17  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  4 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  18  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  19  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  19  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  20  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  20  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  20  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  21  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  21  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  22  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  22  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  22  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  24  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  2 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  25  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  26  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  26  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  29  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  30  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  31  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  31  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  33  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  39  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  40  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  41  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  42  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  42  1 

Ulmus pumila  Siberian elm  47  1 

Unknown    18  2 

Unknown    21  4 
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Habitat Unit H01 (5/9/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H02 (5/9/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H03 (5/9/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H04 (5/9/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H05 (5/9/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H06 (5/9/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H08 (5/5/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H10 (5/5/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H11 (5/5/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H12 (5/4/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H13 (5/4/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H14 (5/4/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H15 (5/4/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H16 (5/4/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H17 (5/4/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H18 (5/3/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H19 Looking upstream (5/3/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H19 Looking downstream (5/3/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H19 (5/3/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H20 (5/3/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H21 (5/2/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H22 (5/2/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H23 (4/28/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H24 (5/1/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H24 (5/1/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H25 (4/28/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H26 (4/28/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H27 (5/10/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H28 (5/2/2017) 

 

Habitat Unit H29 (5/2/2017) 
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Habitat Unit H30 (5/1/2017) 
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