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1.0 Introduction 
The Sullivan Properties consist of three separate parcels located in Kingston, New 
Hampshire (NH) east of Route 125 and east of Bayberry Pond.  These properties were 
part of the wetland mitigation package associated with the reconstruction of NH Route 
125 in Plaistow and Kingston.  The 5.4-acre primary parcel, identified at Map R5, Lot 20 
(the Mitigation Site) was used for wetland creation and is the subject of this monitoring 
report.  Two other lots located directly south west of the creation site were used for 
preservation and are not addressed in this report.  The location is shown on the enclosed 
Figure 1 – Locus Map. 
 
This report details the condition of the mitigation area following the 2nd growing season 
in accordance with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Permit No. 
NAE-2004-1342 (USACE Permit) and the NH Department of Environmental Services 
(NHDES) Permit No. 2004-00763 (NHDES Wetland Permit). Copies of these permits 
have been included in Appendix D.  Project plans are included in Appendix C.  The 
monitoring consisted of a visit midway through the summer for general observations and 
a comprehensive monitoring which was conducted at the end of the growing season on 
9/8/14. 

1.1 Mitigation Goals 
The mitigation site was heavily disturbed by years of filling and grading activities and 
was in close proximity to both the impact areas and the ecologically significant Bayberry 
pond.  For these reasons the site was considered a good candidate for wetland restoration 
and creation.  According to the mitigation technical report prepared for the site 1 the 
primary mitigation goals for this area were: 
 

• Groundwater Recharge and Discharge - excavation to depths that will intercept 
the water table, support hydrophytic vegetation, capture surface runoff in the 
watershed, and discharge to the water table. 
  

• Flood flow Alteration and Storage - create basin-like morphology to increase 
flood flow storage and runoff attenuation upgradient of Bayberry Pond 
 
 

                                                                 
1 Reconstruction of NH 125 Wetland Mitigation, Plaistow and Kingston, NH, Plaistow to Kingston, MGS 
STP-T-X-5375(010),10044B, NH,” (Wetland Mitigation Technical Report), Vanasse 
Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) October 2009 
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• Water Quality Treatment - establish large basin with constricted outlet and dense 
wetland vegetation to facilitate removal of suspended solids and nutrients in 
runoff by increasing runoff detention or retention (promote settling), attenuating 
peak flows, increasing nutrient uptake through vegetation, and encouraging 
pollutant breakdown with organic soils and microbial activity 
 

• Enhance Biological Productivity - replace low value wetlands impacted along 
highway corridor with higher value wetlands and habitat that will enhance 
vegetation diversity and health, increase wildlife habitat, and encourage wildlife 
diversity. 

 

1.2 Construction 
The majority of the mitigation area construction took place in the summer of 2011 with 
planting taking place the following spring in May of 2012.  A number of changes and 
adjustments were made during the construction process, some small and some more 
significant.  These were necessary to address regulatory input, unexpected conditions 
encountered during construction, plant availability, and constructability: 
 

• Minor changes were made to the clearing limits depicted on the plans. The goal of 
to preserve as much of the existing tree and vegetation buffer around the site as 
possible and to avoid unnecessary disturbance to invasive species.  Additional 
areas of invasive species, mostly oriental bittersweet, were also identified, 
removed and buried in the location shown on the monitoring plan prior to grading. 
 

• During grading, adjustments were made in two areas.  The southwest berm 
between the mitigation area and the existing wetland was excavated 
approximately 3-feet below the designed elevation to remove undesirable fill 
(rubble, trash, and wood) in that location.  This adjustment was not within a 
planned wetland area and had no effect on the hydrology of the mitigation area.  
A more significant adjustment was made to the sub-grade of the basins to address 
wetter than expected conditions due to a restrictive layer very near the final 
subgrade elevation of 135.  The proposed subgrade elevation of 135 was 
maintained at the planned connection point to the existing wetland in the 
northwest corner of the site and the grade was adjusted gradually higher to the 
southern basin which was constructed 1–foot higher than designed. 
 

• Due to the number and variety of plantings specified, quite a few partial 
substitutions were necessary due to availability.  Among these were Black Birch 
and Aspen for White Pine, Chestnut Oak for White Oak, Highbush Blueberry for 
America Hazelnut, and Swamp Tupelo for Green Ash. 
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• The following replacements were made: Crab Apple and Chokecherry were not 
planted and were replaced with Black Birch, Quaking Aspen, Chestnut Oak, and 
Nannyberry.   Eastern Hemlock was not planted due to concerns over Wooly 
Adelgid infestation and Balsam Fir was substituted. New England 
Conservation/Wildlife Seed Mix was substituted for the NHDOT Item 644.74 - 
Wildflower/Upland Seed Mix since this mix composition contained Dames 
Rocket (Hesperis matronalis) which is considered an invasive species. 
 

• During planting adjustments were made to the layout of the plantings to account 
for site variability and practicality of construction.  Plantings within the wetland 
zones were located in accordance with the zones specified on the plans to the 
greatest extent possible.  Site conditions and the respective ability of each species 
to withstand inundation was also an important consideration in locating plants.  
Hummocks were used to perch shrubs above standing water areas and shrubs 
know to do well in inundated conditions, such as speckled alder were place in the 
wettest areas.  As a practical matter, the upland planting zones “F” through “L” 
were combined into a single upland planting zone in which the specified number 
of upland species in these zones were randomly installed. 
 

• To address concerns that the turtle nesting would be shaded a 50 foot buffer was 
maintained around the nesting area in which no tree species were planted. 

 

2.0 Monitoring Requirements and Success Standards 
The following specific standards of success and performance criteria were proposed in 
the VHB Wetland Mitigation Technical Report.  Although no conclusion can be drawn 
this early in the monitoring period, these standards will be used as a framework for 
reporting monitoring results as was done in the Year 1 monitoring repot.  This will allow 
comparisons to be made between years and trends identified.  The success standards are: 
 
 

1. The site has the hydrology, as demonstrated with well data collected at least 
weekly from March through June or other substantial evidence, to support the 
designated wetland type. Is the proposed hydrology met at the site? What 
percentage of the site is meeting projected hydrology levels? Areas that are too 
wet or too dry should be identified along with suggested corrective measures 
 

2. Does the site have at least 500 trees and shrubs per acre, of which at least 350 per 
acre are trees for the proposed forested cover types, that are healthy and vigorous 
and are at least 18 inches tall in 75% of each planned woody zone AND at least 
the following number of non-exotic species, including planted and volunteer 
species? Volunteer species should support functions consistent with the design 
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goals. To count a species, it should be well represented on the site (e.g., at least 50 
individuals of that species per acre).  
# Species Planted   Minimum # Species Present 

2      2 
3     3 
4     3 
5      4 
6      4 
7      5 
8      5 
9 or more     6 

 
Vegetative zones consist of areas proposed for various types of wetlands (shrub 
swamp, forested swamp, etc.). The performance standards for density can be 
assessed using either total inventory or quadrat sampling methods, depending 
upon the size and complexity of the site. 
 

3. Does each mitigation site have at least 80% areal cover, excluding planned open 
water or planned bare soil areas (such as turtle nesting), by noninvasive species? 
Do planned emergent areas on each mitigation site have at least 80% cover by 
noninvasive hydrophytes? Do planned scrub-shrub and forested cover types have 
at least 60% cover by noninvasive hydrophytes, of which at least 15% are woody 
species? For the purpose of this success standard, invasive species of hydrophytes 
are:  Cattails (Typha latifolia, Typha angustifolia, Typha glauca); Common Reed 
(Phragmites australis); Purple Loosestrife  (Lythrum salicaria); Reed Canary 
Grass (Phalaris arundinacea); and Buckthorn (Rhamnus frangula). 
 

4. Are Common reed (Phragmites australis), Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), 
Russian and Autumn Olive (Elaeagnus spp.), Buckhorn (Rhamnus spp.), Japanese 
knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), and/or Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora) 
plants at the mitigation site are being controlled?  

 
5. Are all slopes, soils, substrates, and constructed features within and adjacent to 

the mitigation site stabilized?  
 
Additional qualitative success standards will also be reported on, particularly as they 
relate to the functions and values identified in the mitigation goals.  For instance, is there 
evidence that the mitigation area is providing water quality treatment?  Is there evidence 
of enhanced wildlife habitat and biological productivity?   
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3.0 Monitoring Summary 
Monitoring in 2014 consisted of photographs, general observations, data collection at the 
four vegetation monitoring plots established in 2013, and soil observations in the vicinity 
of these three plots.  A monitoring plan, depicting the data plots and other relevant items, 
is included as Figure 2 in the Figures section before the Appendices.  Photographs are 
included in Appendix A.  The monitoring plot data forms are included in Appendix B.  
The results of the monitoring and discussions of the success standards are provided in the 
following sections. 

3.1 Hydrology 
No formal data were collected on the hydrology of the mitigation area as part of the post 
construction monitoring.  Monitoring of hydrology is, therefore, limited to observations 
of inundation, saturation, and other indicators of the presence and duration of wetland 
hydrology.  Generally, these are the same indicators that are used for wetland delineation 
and therefore provide a useful indicator of the areas success at meeting this wetland 
criteria.  In the case of this mitigation area, which was constructed with flood storage and 
water quality in mind, particular attention was paid to indicators that these functions are 
being carried out. 

During the summer visit the majority of Planting Zone C, as shown on sheet 119 of the 
construction plans, was inundated to depths ranging from several inches to nearly a foot 
in some of the deeper micro-topography.  Inundation and ponding extended all the way to 
the planned connection with the existing wetland and there is evidence that higher water 
overtops and flows toward Bayberry Pond as designed.   Zone D was also supersaturated 
and extended beyond elevation 139 such that a portions of the transition Zone E are 
currently functioning as wetland.  The approximate current extent of wetland is depicted 
on Figure 2—Monitoring Plan.  These observations were much the same during the fall 
monitoring and in fact the same as was observed in 2013.  Along with the dense 
herbaceous vegetation and developing shrub component, these conditions are very 
conducive to the stated water quality goals for the mitigation area.  Although only 
observed for two years now, the obvious interception of groundwater appears to have 
created stable wetland hydrology into Zone E which is the planned wetland upland 
transition zone and is therefore consistent with the proposed design. 

3.2 Vegetation 
Overall, the mitigation site is very well vegetated with an aerial cover at or very near 
100% across the entire site.  The seed mix is responsible for much of the coverage, with 
wetland species being very well represented after several seasonal cycles.  The upland 
seed mix has also provided very good coverage with a mix of forb species.  Partridge Pea 
(Cassia fasciculate) is very well represented in the upland areas.  
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The woody plantings in the mitigation area are doing ok overall but the slower growing 
tree species such as the oaks and shorter shrub species are generally overtopped by chest 
high herbaceous growth.  As a result, many of the woody plantings are stunted.  Two 
shrub species have done noticeably better and are worth mentioning.  The Speckled Alder 
planted at the site is an order of magnitude larger than anything else planted in the 
mitigation area and stands out prominently (see photos).  There is also an unknown 
species of willow present in the wetland areas which was not planted and therefore is a 
volunteer.  Although not overly abundant in the monitoring plots there are numerous 
small stems of the species throughout the wetland portion of the mitigation area.  This 
species is known to grow and propagate rapidly so this is very promising for the 
development of a shrub thicket that will out compete cattail and ultimately trend toward 
the development of forested wetland.   Table 1 provides a list of species observed site-
wide. 

Table 1—List of Observed Species Site-Wide 

HERBS 

COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 
Alslike Clover  Trifolium hybridum  
Barnyard Grass  Echinochloa crusgalli  
Beggars Tick*  Bidens frondosa  
Birdsfoot Trefoil  Lotus corniculatus  
Black Locust  Robina pseudoacacia  
Bushy Aster  Aster dumosus  
Blue Vervain* Verbena hastata 
Canary Grass  Phalaris arundinacea  
Canada Rush  Juncus canadensis  
Canadian Bluejoint  Calamogrostis canadensis  
Cattail  Typha latifolia  
Common Ragweed  Ambrosia artemisiifolia  
Deer Tongue Grass*  Panicum clandestinum  
Fox Sedge*  Carex vulpinoidea  
Foxtail  Alopecurus spp.  
Fringed Sedge*  Carex crinita  
Grass (various)  Various spp.  
Green Bulrush*  Scirpus atrovirens  
Horsetail  Equisetum spp .  
Juncus spp.  Various spp.  
Lance-Leaved Goldenrod*  Euthamia graminifolia  
Partridge pea*  Cassia fasciculate  
Phragmites  Phragmites australis  
Primrose  Primula spp.  
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Purple Loosestrife  Lythrum salicaria  
Red Clover  Trifolium pratense  
Red Fescue*  Festuca rubra  
Rough-stemmed Goldenrod  Solidago rugosa  
Sweet Fern*  Comptonia peregrine  
Shallow Sedge  Carex lurida  
Smartweed  Polygonum spp.  
Smooth Crabgrass  Digitaria sanguinalis  
Soft Rush*  Juncus effuses  
Yellow Foxtail  Setaria glauca  
  

SHRUBS/TREES 
COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Alternate-leaved Dogwood*  Cornus alterniflora  
American Hazelnut (T)*  Corylus americana  
Arrowwood  Viburnum recognitum  
Balsam Fir (T)*  Abies balsamea  
Chestnut Oak (T)*  Quercus prinus  
Chokecherry (T)  Prunus virginiana  
Cottonwood (T)*  Populus deltoides  
Gray Birch (T)*  Betula populifolia  
Highbush Blueberry*  Vaccinium corymbosum  
Meadowsweet*  Spiraea latifolia  
Nannyberry*  Viburnum lentago  
Northern Arrowwood*  Viburnum dentatum  
Paper Birch (T)*  Betula papyferia  
Quaking Aspen (T)*  Populus tremuloides  
Red Osier Dogwood*  Cornus stolonifera  
Red Maple (T)*  Acer rubrum  
Red Oak (T)*  Quercus rubra  
Serviceberry*  Amelanchier arborea  
Silky Dogwood*  Cornus amomum  
Speckled Alder*  Alnus rugosa  
Steeplebush*  Spirea tomentosa  
Swamp Tupelo or Black Gum (T)*  Nyssa sylvatica  
Swamp White Oak (T)*  Quercus bicolor  
Willow  Salix spp.  
Winterberry Holly*  Ilex verticillata  
Witch Hazel*  Hamamelis virginiana  
 
* Species believed to have been planted (per planting plan) during construction and not “volunteer” 
species 
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In order to be able to address the aforementioned success standards, data was collected at 
the four (4) vegetation monitoring plots (VEG-1, VEG-2, VEG-3, and VEG-4) 
established within each of the planned wetland zones in 2013.  Individual shrubs and 
trees were counted within a 15-foot radius, while the areal coverage of herbaceous 
species was estimated within a 5-foot radius.  The data recorded at these three plots can 
be found in Appendix B.  A brief summary of the character of each plot is given in the 
following sections.  Table 2 summarizes the data in terms of the success standards. 
Photos of the plots are included in the photos section. 
 
Vegetation Plot No. 1 (VEG-1): VEG-1 is located within the planned upland 
shrub/forest area.  The herbaceous vegetation at this upland plot is chest high mix of 
Bushy Aster (Aster dumosus), Lance-leaved Goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia), 
Common Ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia), and Deer Tongue Grass (Panicum 
clandestinum).  Several of the shrub species that were counted in 2013 have apparently 
been overtopped.  Only the Red Maple (Acer rubrum), and a single Witch Hazel 
(Hamamelis virginiana) were counted this year.  The overtopped shrubs may not 
necessarily be dead.  The status of these plantings, and overtopped shrub plantings on the 
site in general, should be noted during the 2015 monitoring. 
 
Vegetation Plot No. 2 (VEG-2): 
VEG-2 is located in the middle of the planned upland/wetland transition area in the 
vicinity of supersaturated groundwater discharge seep.  This area was recognized during 
planting as one that would likely developed as wetland and which may have stability 
problems if not adequately vegetated.  This was one of the areas where Speckled Alder 
was concentrated and consequently, this species is dominant.  A single individual  
Arrowwood (Viburnum recognitum) and Meadowsweet (Spiraea latifolia) were the only 
other woody species counted in the plot with others presumed to be either overtopped and 
not found or possibly dead due to the supersaturated nature of the soil during planting. 
The herbaceous layer at this plot was dominated by 30% Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum 
salicaria), Soft Rush (Juncus effuses), and Shallow Sedge (Carex lurida). 
 
Vegetation Plot No. 3 (VEG-3):  
VEG-3 is located on the eastern side of the planned shrub/forested wetland area and near 
the planned wetland/upland transition zone.  This area is apparently permanently 
saturated and likely semi-permanently inundated with several inches of water.  Cattail 
(Typha latifolia) is present in this plot although has decreased from 50% in 2013 to 25% 
this year.  Other prominent herbaceous species include Soft Rush (Juncus effuses) and 
Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria).  Speckled Alder (Alnus rugosa) is the dominant 
shrub. 
 
Vegetation Plot No. 4 (VEG-4):  
VEG-4 is located within the northern portion of the planned shrub/forested wetland area 
and planting Zone C. The vegetation at this wetland plot included a variety of shrubs 
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representative of the number of shrubs planted at the site.  The woody vegetation 
component is dominate by Speckled Alder (Alnus rugosa) but also contains the volunteer 
Willow (Salix spp.), Highbush Blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), Red Osier Dogwood 
(Cornus stolonifera), and two trees, Red Maple (Acer rubrum), and Black Gum (Nyssa 
sylvatica). The herbaceous layer at this plot is not quite as high as in the transition zone 
plants but does still overtop the smaller shrubs which appear stunted as a result.  The 
herbaceous layer is dominated by Shallow Sedge (Carex lurida), 30% Soft Rush (Juncus 
effuses), and Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria).  Galerucella Beetle activity was 
noted on the Purple Loosestrife in this plot. 
 
Table 2, summarizes the density for woody plant species and areal coverage calculated 
for each plot. The plots all exhibit very good coverage at 100%.  However, if invasive 
species are removed from the calculation per the success standards then the coverages 
drops, most significantly to 55% in plot 3.  The presence of Galerucella Beetle at the site 
is promising for the control of Purple Loosestrife and this should be a focus of future 
monitoring efforts.  Cattail, however, is unlikely to decline significantly, naturally or 
artificially, on this site during the monitoring period.  Long term development of scrub 
shrub vegetation may eventually compete successfully with the cattail in many areas, 
reducing its overall abundance. 
 
The required density of woody stems is currently already met in all plots.  The tree 
species requirement only met in Plot #1 in the planned upland buffer area.  Although 
minimal trees were counted in the plots it is important to note that the density of woody 
vegetation (stems per acre) is extrapolated from 700 square foot plots and even one 
additional stem can radically change the density.  The longer term trends will be more 
important than strict reliance on this standard to gauge success. 
 
Table 2—Summary Plant Density and Coverage  

 

Vegetation 
Plot No.  

Planned Cover 
Type  

 
Current 

Cover Type 
Density of 

Woody 
Stems Per 

Acre  

Density of 
Trees Per 

Acre  

Overall 
Areal 

Coverage of 
Herbaceous 
Layer (%)  

Areal 
Coverage of 

Non-Invasive 
Hydrophytes 

in Herbaceous 
Layer (%)  

VEG-1 
Upland 
Shrub/Forest 

Upland 
shrub/meadow 431 370 100 98 

VEG-2 
Wetland/Upland 
transition 

PSS Wetland 
616 0 100 70 

VEG-3 
Shrub/Forest 
Wetland 

PSS/PEM 
Wetland 431 62 100 55 

VEG-4 
Shrub/Forest 
Wetland 

PSS/PEM 
Wetland 1490 123 100 75 

AVERAGE FOR ALL PLOTS 742 138 100% 75% 
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3.3 Invasive Species 
There are several invasive species on the site, some of more concern than others and 
some which require corrective action.  The Japanese Knotweed removed and buried 
during construction has not reemerged.  The relevant areas shown on the monitoring plan 
should be closely monitored during the monitoring period and corrective action taken if 
any is noted.  As previously mentioned, cattail is present at the site and is expected to 
remain at relatively high levels until greater competitive pressure is exerted from the trees 
and shrubs.  This species, not technically invasive is counted as such in the success 
standards so it should be monitored to identify trends for reporting purposes.  The Black 
Locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) growing in close proximity and within the turtle nesting 
area also falls within this category.  Although not technically invasive, its presence in the 
turtle nesting areas threatens to undermine the intended open canopy and should be 
monitored.  If other corrective action is to be taken at the site simply cutting these is 
recommended. 

Invasive species of greater concern are Purple Loosetrife and Phragmites.  Purple 
Loosestrife is present in low to moderate quantities in the shallowly flooded wetland 
areas.  Judging by the extensive leaf and stem damage seen on many of Purple 
Loosestrife plants, Galerucella Beetle is already quite active and this should provide a 
barrier to widespread invasion.  The continued development of other competing wetland 
vegetation will aid in keeping this invasive species from becoming too problematic.  
Particular attention should be paid to the status of Purple Loosestrife and Galerucella 
Beetle activity during future monitoring. 

The emergence of Phragmites at the site is the greatest concern.  This species existed in 
two areas prior to construction areas as shown on the monitoring plan.  The one located at 
the tree line along the southern limits of the mitigation area was left in place and 
undisturbed.  This area remains stable and has not apparently spread or changed.  The 
other area had to be disturbed to grade the connection between the wetland mitigation 
area and the adjacent natural wetland.  Phragmites was removed from this area and buried 
at the same burial site as the Japanese Knotweed.  However, since it extended off the 
property and well beyond the limits of the work, Phragmites remained in close proximity 
to the wettest area of the mitigation site.  This is very likely the source of an emerging 
Phragmites problem at the site which has now spread well beyond the original extent.  
This species is notoriously difficult to control, particularly since the source areas are off-
site and are expected to remain.  Possible corrective action may be limited to herbicide 
application using a stem wiping technique to avoid collateral effects. 

3.4 Soils and Stability  
The mitigation area is very well vegetated and there are no unstable areas or bare soils 
that are susceptible to erosion.  Due to the shallow slopes and low energy water regime in 
the mitigation area, soil stability is not anticipated to be an issue at this site.  Soil 
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conditions at the site were recorded in 2013 and will provide a baseline by which to track 
hydric soil development.  Due to the very wet conditions on the site during the 
monitoring, no soil data was collected.  The rather clear wetland hydrology is almost 
certainly adequate for the development of hydric soil and these should be even more 
evident given a longer interval to develop. 

3.5 Wildlife 
The only wildlife directly observed at the mitigation site were songbirds which appeared 
to be preying on the extensive population of insects supported by the tall herbaceous 
vegetation as well as the abundance of Partridge Pea in the upland areas.   Evidence of 
use by mammals was limited footprints and scat of small mammals such as raccoon and 
limited use by deer.  Numerous depredated nests were also observed in the planned turtle 
nesting area suggesting island which, of course, also indicates presence of and use by 
turtles. 

3.6 Other observations 
There is no ATV use on the site nor is there expected to be any issues with this given the 
location and small size of the property.  No anthropogenic disturbances were notes 
anywhere on the site.  The lack of any sort of pond, gravel pit, or similar attracting 
feature also makes it unlikely that the public will show much interest in the site. 

4.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
With the notable exception of Speckled Alder and the volunteer willow, the development 
of planted vegetation at the site has been moderate.  The smaller shrub species and slower 
growing trees are currently struggling to remain above the very thick herbaceous growth. 
The success of the quick growing wetland shrubs should provide some competitive 
pressure on cattail and other herbaceous growth, and help the trend to shrub 
shrub/forested wetland.  It is fairly clear that wetland hydrology has been achieve in and 
slightly beyond the intended extent. In general, the design goals related to flood 
attenuation and water quality appear to be functional in the mitigation area. 

Two corrective actions are recommended. First, the relatively widespread emergence of 
Phragmites in the wetland areas of the mitigation site should be addressed.  The 
recommended approach is an herbicide application using a stem wiping technique to 
avoid overspray and collateral damage.  Second, the openness of the turtle nesting area 
should be maintained by removing the Black Locust saplings that are growing on the 
island.  Future monitoring efforts should pay close attention to Phragmites and other 
invasive species at the site. 

This concludes the 2014 (2nd year) monitoring report.  
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Photo 1:  VEG PLOT #1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2:  VEG PLOT #2 
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Photo 3:  VEG PLOT #3 (Note prominent Speckled Alder) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 4:  VEG PLOT #4 
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Photo 5:  Galerucella Beetle activity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 6: Overtopped and stunted shrub growth but not dead  
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Photo 7:  Connection to the adjacent wetland and apparent source of Phragmites 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 8: Phragmites, Typical of the amount across the site 
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Photo 9: Upland 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 10:  Upland, abundant Partridge Pea 
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Photo 11: Depredated turtle nest site 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 12:  Turtle nesting island 
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Appendix C 

Construction Plans 
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Permits 

 

 
 






















