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Corparate Environmental Programs
General Flectric Company
100 Woodlawn Avenue, Pittsfield, MA 01201

January 31, 2005

Dean Tagliaferro

On-Scene Coordinator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
c/o Weston Environmental Engineering
One Lyman Street

Pittsfield, MA 01201

Re: GE Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site
Upper 2-Mile Reach Removal Action (GECD800)
2004 Annual Monitoring Report

Dear Mr, Tagliaferro:

The General Electric Company (GE) has completed the 2004 monitoring events in general accordance
with the requirements of the Removal Action Work Plan — Upper %-Mile Reach of Housatonic River
(Work Plan; Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. [BBL], August 1999). This letter transmits the 2004 Annual

Monitoring Report summarizing the post-construction monitoring activities performed during 2004.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
e ~ \ 5

Drotran) 0. Liddons
- VL VS

Andrew T. Silfer, P.E. .

GE Project Coordinator

ATS/esc

Enclosure

cc:  T. Conway, EPA Mayor J. Ruberto, City of Pittsfield
H. Inglis, EPA (CD-ROM) R. Goff, USACE
R. Howell, EPA (cover letter only) J. Bieke, Goodwin Procter
S. Steenstrup, DEP (2 copies) M. Carroll, GE (cover letter only)
A. Symington, DEP (cover letter only) R. McLaren, GE
R. Bell, DEP (cover letter only) M. Gravelding, BBL
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE (CD-ROM) S. Messur, BBL
N. Harper, MA AG (cover letter only) Public Information Repositories
D. Young, MA EOEA GE Internal Repositories

L. Palmieri, Weston (hard copy and CD-ROM)
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Scope

This 2004 Annual Monitoring Report summarizes the resuits of various post-restoration monitoring activities
conducted by the General Electric Company (GE) during 2004 for the Upper ¥-Mile Reach of the Housatonic
River in Pittsfield, Massachusetts, under the Consent Decree (CD) for the GE-Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site.
This report was prepared on GE’s behalf by Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. (BBL) and AMEC Earth &
Environmental (AMEC). These monitoring activities were performed in accordance with the requirements of
the Removal Action Work Plan for Upper Y:-Mile Reach of Housatonic River (Work Plan) (BBL, 1999)
(Appendix F to the CD).

During 2004, monitoring activities for the Upper ¥2-Mile Reach were performed for the restored bank and river
areas. Specific monitoring requirements associated with these areas are presented in the Work Plan. Monitoring
activities performed in 2004, associated with the restored bank and river areas address the following
components:

Restored bank vegetation;

Restored bank erosion;

Aquatic habitat enhancement structures;
Armor stone layer; and

Water column.

®« & ¢ & »

This report describes the 2004 monitoring activities and associated response actions, for the above components.

1.2 Report Organization

After this introductory section, this report is organized into the following sections.

e Section 2 — Restored Bank Vegetation Monitoring. This section summarizes the restored bank
vegetation monitoring and associated response actions, conducted during 2004. As detailed in the Work
Plan, these activities were implemented in the bank areas that were restored as part of the Upper /:-Mile
Reach Removal Action — i.e., the areas where bank soils were excavated as part of that Removal Action
and areas that were cleared to allow access for the removal activities.

2
0
|

» Section 3 — Restored Bank Erosion Monitoring. This section summarizes the monitoring and associated
response actions, conducted during 2004 to address erosion on the restored banks along the Upper Vs-
Mile Reach, excluding the approximately 170-foot-long section previously excavated and restored as
part of the Building 68 Area Removal Action.

|

e Section 4 — Aquatic Habitat Enhancement Structures and Armor Stone Layer Monitoring. Section 4
summarizes the monitoring conducted in 2004 for the aquatic habitat enhancement structures and armor
stone layer and presents the results of these monitoring activities.

s s
S R
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e Section 5 — Water Column Monitoring. This section summarizes the water column monitoring
conducted in 2004 and presents the results of these monitoring activities.

e Section 6 — Summary and Future Activities. This section summarizes the overall activities completed
as part of the 2004 monitoring program and describes future monitoring activities as prescribed in the

Work Plan,
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2. Restored Bank Vegetation Monitoring

2.1 General

Vegetative restoration activities were implemented in those areas where bank soils were excavated as part of the
Upper %-Mile Reach Removal Action and in areas cleared to allow access for the removal activities (see Figure
2-1). The restoration techniques outlined in the Work Plan were intended to restore the vegetative community,
in those disturbed riparian areas, to a functional value that exceeds that of the riparian habitat present prior to the
Removal Action. All soil removal activities along the riverbank were completed in 2002 and all planting areas
have been restored. As part of the restoration process, GE, in conjunction with representatives of the Natural
Resource Trustees (Trustees), monitors those areas that were restored to ensure the success and biological
integrity of the intended vegetative community.

An annual summary monitoring report is required to document the results of that year’s monitoring visits and
the conditions of the restored areas within the Upper '2-Mile Reach. This section fulfills the annual summary
monitoring report requirement for the calendar year 2004.

2.2 Monitoring Program

GE and the Trustees have agreed to an approach to the monitoring methodology that was utilized in 2001 and
was further revised in 2002. The Standard Operating Procedure agreed upon for conducting the periodic
monitoring is included as Attachment A.

For each planting area, the vegetative monitoring program consists of two visits per year for the first 3 years
after planting, and an annual visit to be conducted during the fifth and seventh years after planting. In each of
the first 3 years after planting, visits are conducted in the late spring after the first leaf flush (May/June) and in
the summer (July/August) to assess plant survival. The single visits in the fifth and seventh years after planting
will be conducted in the summer (July/August). In the event of a significant loss of plantings (greater than 1/4
acre), the timing for monitoring will be restarted following actions to replant the lost trees or shrubs (except in
the case where a third party is responsible for growth failure).

Survival rates, based on stem counts of trees and shrubs and percent of herbaceous cover, are the key
components of measuring the success of planted areas. The following performance standards are used to assess
the adequacy of the restoration efforts over the Upper /2-Mile Reach:

1. All planted trees, shrubs, and vines must meet an 80% survival rate of the amount originally planted. To
confirm this survival rate, supplemental plantings of appropriate species will be made if a monitoring event
indicates a loss greater than 20%. Any dead trees or shrubs in excess of 20% of the original planting will
be replaced before October | of the year in which monitoring occurs.

2. Herbaceous coverage of 100% will be maintained outside the foliar extent of the trees. Supplemental
seeding or other activities will be utilized to maintain 100% herbaceous coverage.

3. No greater than 5% of the restoration area of either bank will be allowed to be covered by invasive plant
species. Any invasive species in excess of the 5% coverage limit will be removed in accordance with the
requirements of the Invasives Control Plan (BBL, 2001).
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The survivability of the plants is determined both by mortality and by apparent vigor. Monitoring also assesses
whether supplemental activities, such as additional fertilizing or watering, are necessary.

A certified arborist (selected in consultation with the Trustees) assists in the completion of the monitoring
program. The arborist, Chris Frank of C.L. Frank & Company of Northampton, Massachusetts, utilizes best
professional judgment to assess the apparent vigor of the planted specimens. Mr. Frank observes the plantings
and is present for each restored banks vegetation monitoring visit.

During each of the monitoring visits, the restoration areas are inspected for the presence of the following
invasive plant species:

e Asiatic Bittersweet Celastrus orbiculatus
¢ Common Buckthorn Rhamnus cathartica
¢ Norway Maple Acer platanoides
e Staghorn Sumac Rhus typhina
e Morrows Honeysuckle  Lonicera morrowii
¢ Amur Honeysuckle Lonicera maackii
» Tatarian Honeysuckle  Lonicera tatarica
¢ Autumn-olive Elaeagnus umbellata
¢ Russian-olive Elacagnus angustifola
» Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia
¢ Buckthorn Rhamnus frangula
s Japanese Honeysuckle  Lonicerajaponica
* Japanese Barberry Berberis thunbergii
e FEuropean Barberry Berberis vulgaris
s Porcelain Berry Ampelopsis brevipedunculosa
¢ Black Swallow-wort Vincetoxicum nigrum
e Garlic Mustard Allaria petiolata
e Goutweed Aegopodium podagraria
e Japanese Knotweed Polygonum cuspidatum
+ Multiflora Rose Rosa multiflora
s  Common Reed Phragmites australis
e Purple Loosestrife Lythrum salicaria
s Yellow Iris Iris pseudacorus
»  Winged Euonymus Euonymus alata
(or Burning Bush)

Each monitoring visit consists of a pedestrian survey of all areas on both banks where restoration activities have
occurred. During the field visit, personnel conducting the inspection, supported by the certified arborist,
perform a stem count of planted trees and shrubs to determine survival rates. The inspection team estimates
groundcover by herbaceous species to verify aerial coverage, and notes any indications of damage from
trespassing or herbivory. The inspection team also noted signs of erosion and initiates any actions to address
invasive species. The monitoring visits are documented through field notes and photographs. Based on the
results of each visit, the inspection team recommends remedial actions, such as replanting, watering, repairing
areas impacted by erosion, and implementing measures to reduce herbivory. Full details of each of the restored
bank vegetation monitoring visits are reported in trip reports submitted to the United States Environmental
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Protection Agency (EPA) as prescribed in the Work Plan. Trip reports submitted to EPA in 2004 are included in
Attachment B.

2.3 Monitoring Activities

During 2004, the inspection team conducted monitoring visits on May 24 (late spring) and August 17 (late
summer). Planting areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 (in their fourth year of monitoring) were not quantitatively monitored
during these events, and will not be monitored until July/August 2005. Planting areas 4B, 6, 7, 8, 8A, 9, 9A, 10,
11, 11A, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 were evaluated in each of the 2004 monitoring visits. Planting areas 4B, 6,
7, 8, 8A,9,9A, 10, 11, and 11A are in their third year of monitoring. Planting areas 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17
are in their second year of monitoring. Table 2-1 presents a summary of planting activities completed in 2004
and the quantities of materials, if any, planted in respective planting areas. The planting areas are shown on
Figure 2-1.

Representatives of GE and the Trustees jointly conducted the monitoring visits. Information regarding the
results of each monitoring visit was prepared and submitted in two trip reports, both dated November 8, 2004
(included in Attachment B).

Summaries of the late spring and late summer 2004 monitoring visits are presented below. Tables 2-2 through
Table 2-7 tabulate the results of these monitoring inspections.

2.3.1 Spring 2004 Monitoring Event

The spring 2004 monitoring visit was conducted on May 24, 2004. Charles Harman of AMEC conducted the
monitoring visit for GE, Michael R. Chelminski of Woodlot Alternatives, Inc. (Woodlot) was present for the
Trustees, and Chris Frank of C. L. Frank & Associates (C.L. Frank) accompanied the monitoring party as the
certified arborist. The trip report for this monitoring visit is included in Attachment B. During the course of the
monitoring inspection, the water levels in the River appeared to be unusually high. The water level appeared to
be several feet above normal, resulting in the complete submergence of the dogwood band in many places and
the inundation of the lower segments of the bank. The cause of such high waters was the installation of a dam
by EPA, downstream of the Upper 2-Mile Reach to allow for remedial activities in the 142-Mile Reach of the
River. EPA anticipates that this dam will remain in place until the conclusion of remedial activities in the 1%:-
Mile Reach, estimated to be 2006.

For canopy species, all areas met the performance standard. The protective screens that were placed around the
canopy specimens in the fall of 2001 continued to provide good protection from herbivorous animals. The
results of the canopy monitoring surveys are summarized in Table 2-2. All planting areas met the performance
standard for canopy species. Some maintenance was identified by C.L. Frank to stabilize some of the screens.
Because of the growth patterns of the young trees, several specimens were observed to have been broken off
part way up their trunks as a result of high winds. C.L. Frank recommended that the canopy specimens in most
planting areas be either pruned back or wired to prevent sway and further breakage. Specifically, pruning (the
preferred alterative), would allow for a more extensive development of the tree trunk, thereby preventing such
loss of trees.

For understory species, the only planting area that did not meet the performance standard was area 4B. The
performance standard for red-osier dogwoods was generally met. However, because of the EPA dam, in some
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areas, such as planting area 15, the red-osier dogwood band was underwater and it was difficult to determine
whether all of the plants were present. Results for the understory monitoring surveys are shown in Tables 2-3
and 2-4.

Regarding grapevines, most planting areas met the performance standard or showed continued improvement.
Table 2-5 summarizes the results of the grapevine monitoring surveys. Of particular notice was the proliferation
of native grapes. In some areas (e.g., planting area 4B), extensive patches of native grapevine were developing
and had potential to occupy extensive portions of the planting areas. The only planting area that did not meet
the performance standard was area 12; however, that area was identified to be assessed again in the summer/fall
monitoring visit to confirm the planting numbers.

In most planting areas, herbaceous cover was slightly less than the required performance standard; however, no
significant bare areas or patches (i.e., areas greater than 15 to 20 square feet) were observed in any of the
planting areas. As part of corrective actions conducted in October 2003, a heavy mulch/compost/organic soil
mixture was placed over bare areas of soil in several planting areas where poor soil conditions were considered
to be the cause of insufficient herbaceous coverage. In these areas, mulch was placed at a thickness ranging
from 2 to 4 inches (averaging about 3 inches). This action was anticipated to increase the organic content in the
soil and to allow for natural succession to increase establishment of the herbaceous community in these areas.
Qualitative observations of these areas following mulch placement indicate that natural seeding is occurring and
should result in the establishment of herbaceous coverage. Invasive control activities are ongoing and are being
performed along the banks of the entire Upper Y2-Mile Reach. Results of the herbaceous ground cover and
invasive species monitoring surveys are shown in Tables 2-6 and 2-7, respectively.

2.3.2 Late Summer 2004 Monitoring Event

The late summer 2004 monitoring visit was conducted on August 17, 2004. Charles Harman of AMEC
conducted the monitoring visit for GE, Bill Stack was present for the Trustees, and Chris Frank of C. L. Frank
accompanied the monitoring party as the certified arborist. The trip report for this monitoring visit is included
in Attachment B. As in the spring inspection, the water level of the River was again noted to be high during the
monitoring event — the likely result of a dam installed by EPA to facilitate remedial activities in the 1 %-Mile
Reach.

Regarding canopy species that were planted in the various planting areas, the only area that did not meet the
performance criteria was the composite planting area 6, 6A, 7, 8A, which was one specimen below the criteria.
However, recent construction activities in these areas have resulted in the removal of a number of canopy
specimens. It is understood that canopy species will be replanted in compensation for the specimens lost. For
understory specimens, the planting areas that did not meet the performance standard were areas 4B, 10, and 12.
Canopy species monitoring results are summarized on Table 2-2.

All planting areas met the performance standard for red-osier dogwoods. With recruitment of naturally
introduced grape vines, all planting areas in which grape vines were introduced, met the performance standard
for that species. Understory species and grapevine monitoring results are summarized in Tables 2-3 through 2-
5.

In most areas, herbaceous cover was slightly less than the required performance standard; however, no
significant bare areas or patches (i.e., areas greater than 15 to 20 square feet) were observed in the planting
areas. Invasive control activities are ongoing and are being performed along the banks of the entire Upper V% -
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Mile Reach. Results of the herbaceous ground cover and invasive species monitoring surveys are shown in
Tables 2-6 and 2-7, respectively.

2.4 Response Actions

GE implemented response activities in October 2004 to correct the negative variances that were identified in the
planting areas for understory species. The number of plants to be installed in the required planting areas was
provided to EPA and the Trustees for review prior to installation. The plantings were divided equally between
the three shrub species that were used onsite: northern arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum), silky dogwood
(Cornus amomum), and winterberry (llex verticillata). Choke-cherry (Prunus virginiana) plants were not
available from local nurseries at the time of the corrective action and were not used. Plantings, conducted in
accordance with the Work Plan, are listed below:

Planting area 4B: 12 northern arrowwood, 12 silky dogwood, 12 winterberry
Planting area 10: 3 northern arrowwood, 3 silky dogwood, 2 winterberry
Planting area 12: 3 northern arrowwood, 3 silky dogwood, 2 winterberry

A summary of plantings completed in 2004, and all plantings completed in previous years is presented in Table
2-1.

Basic maintenance activities to address the state of the wire tree cages and the stem protectors will be ongoing in
2005. In the spring of 2005, GE will undertake maintenance actions to prune back some of the more rapid
growing canopy species (in particular eastern cottonwoods and box-elders). Because of the growth patterns of
the young trees, several existing specimens have been broken off part way up their trunks as a result of high
winds. C.L. Frank has recommended pruning as a remedy for such breakage, allowing for a more extensive
development of the tree trunk, and thereby preventing such loss of trees. The Trustees will be informed of the
schedule for pruning activities.
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3. Restored Bank Erosion Monitoring

3.1 General

Restored bank erosion monitoring activities were implemented in those bank areas disturbed and restored as part
of the Upper /2-Mile Reach Removal Action. Specifically, the cleared and restored bank areas of the Upper Y-
Mile Reach (excluding the approximately 170-foot long section excavated and restored as part of the Building
68 Area Removal Action) are to be inspected for significant areas of soil erosion or bank failure. In areas where
a significant amount of erosion (e.g., ruts, gullies, washouts, or sloughing) is observed within the cleared or
restored areas or riprap protection, GE is to implement measures to replace/restore the eroded soil or riprap to
the original restoration design conditions.

3.2 Monitoring Program

The post-restoration monitoring program consists of a visual inspection of the cleared and restored bank areas
for signs of erosion on a semi-annual basis during the first year after the herbaceous cover is restored, and
annually in years 2 through 5. At the end of the 5-year period, GE will propose a long-term monitoring program
that will be implemented upon EPA approval. 2004 was the second year of monitoring for the restored banks,
and is the first year where only one monitoring visit was required.

3.3 Monitoring Activities

To complete monitoring requirements set forth in the Work Plan, the restored banks in the Upper /4-Mile Reach
were inspected to assess cleared and restored areas for evidence of erosion. Results of the restored bank
inspection are summarized in Table 3-1. In addition, in accordance with requirements of the Work Plan, GE has
identified, to the extent practicable, the likely cause of erosion and evaluated the source, dispersal, and quantity,
if any, of eroded soil in the River. Where necessary and feasible, GE has developed proposed measures for
removal of the eroded material from the River. This evaluation and GE’s proposed measures to replace/restore
the eroded areas to the previous restoration conditions and to reduce the potential for future erosion (if
appropriate) were submitted in a trip report dated August 6, 2004 (included in Attachment B).

3.4 Monitoring Results and Response Actions

The restored bank erosion monitoring visit was conducted on June 22, 2004. Bruce Eulian of BBL performed
the inspection, and was accompanied by Bill Stack, a representative of EPA. During this visit, three areas of
measurable erosion were noted. A summary of these three areas, and proposed response actions, if any, is
provided below. Figure 3-1 illustrates the location of the three areas. A trip report documenting the results of
this inspection, including photographs of specific erosion areas is included in Attachment B.
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3.41 Area1

Area 1 is within a non-remediated bank area within planting area 12 on the northern bank directly behind
Building 61. Less than 1.0 cubic yard (cy) of soil appeared to have eroded into the River from Area 1. The
source of the eroded material appeared to be native material from near the top of the bank. The cause of erosion
appeared to be concentrated surface runoff from parking lots and access roads behind Building 61, which
apparently caused relatively large rills (3 feet wide by 4 feet long) to form near the top-of-bank. Additionally,
small sink holes were formed upstream of the rill area. As an apparent interim measure, hay bales were placed
at the top-of-bank, but their placement appeared to have been ineffective in diverting runoff. No evidence of
eroded soil was observed in the adjacent River; therefore, no removal activities were conducted at this location.
To reduce potential for future erosion in this area, the hay bales were repositioned to re-direct surface run-off
flow paths and suitably sized riprap was placed over the affected area. Additionally, minor amounts of topsoil
and seed were placed at the toe of the new riprap to protect the area from future erosion. This repair was
completed in September 2004 and it is not anticipated that additional erosion will occur following installation of
the riprap.

34.2 Area2

Area 2 is within a non-remediated bank area within planting area 9 on the southern bank adjacent to the Newell
Street parking lot. Less than 0.5 cy of soil appeared to have eroded into the River from Area 2. The source of
eroded material appeared to be native material from near the top-of-bank. Concentrated surface runoff
discharging from the parking lot appeared to have created a relatively small rill (0.5 foot wide by 4 feet long)
near the top-of-bank. No evidence of eroded soil was observed in the adjacent River; therefore, no removal
activities were conducted at this location. To reduce potential for future erosion in the area, runoff water
flowpaths were re-directed to a nearby paved swale. In September 2004, the rill area was backfilled with
topsoil, reseeded, and mulched to protect against future erosion.

3.4.3 Areal

Area 3 is within a former remediation area that was addressed in the fall of 2003. This area is located within
planting area 6A on the southern bank adjacent to the Italian American Club property. Less than 0.5 cy of soil
appeared to have eroded into the River from Area 3. The source of eroded material appeared to have been clean
backfill from near the top-of-bank. It appeared that surface runoff had been flowing through a small gap under a
silt fence at the Italian American Club property. The concentrated flow appeared to have created a relatively
small rill (2 feet square) near the top-of-bank. No evidence of eroded soil was observed in the adjacent River;
therefore, no removal activities were conducted at this location. To reduce the potential for future erosion, the
rill area was backfilled with topsoil, reseeded, and mulched in September 2004,
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4. Monitoring of Aquatic Habitat Enhancement
Structures and Armor Stone Layer

41 General

Periodic monitoring of the aquatic habitat enhancement structures is required to evaluate structural stability, the
effects on aquatic habitat, and potential for increased bank-side erosion. The armoring layer of stone placed
over the isolation layer within the riverbed must also be monitored periodically to confirm that it effectively
prevents erosion of the underlying sediment cap isolation layer.

4.2 Monitoring Program

The post-restoration monitoring program for both the aquatic habitat enhancement structures and the armor
stone layer consists of annual visual inspections for 5 years during low-flow conditions. 2004 represented the
second year of monitoring. At the end of the S-year period, GE will propose a long-term monitoring program
that will be implemented upon EPA approval.

4.3 Monitoring Activities

During 2004, monitoring activities for the armor stone layer were performed in conjunction with the monitoring
event for the aquatic habitat enhancement structures. The combined monitoring event was conducted on August
16, 2004, one day prior to the late-summer vegetative monitoring survey. Charles Harman of AMEC conducted
the inspection; Bill Stack of Woodlot was present for the Trustees. The results of that monitoring event were
included in the November 8, 2004 vegetative monitoring trip report that outlined the results of the August 2004
vegetative monitoring event. That trip report is included in Attachment B to this report.

To conduct the monitoring inspection, the inspection team walked the length of the Upper ¥%-Mile Reach and
visually examined the habitat enhancement structures and armor stone layer. In the upstream portions of the
reach, the water depth was sufficient to allow for wading of the River to examine the habitat structures and
armor stone layer in detail. The survey of the aquatic structures in the lower portion of the Upper "2-Mile Reach
was limited by high water levels, a result of the dam constructed by EPA to control water flow during
remediation in the 1 %-Mile Reach. The high water levels made wading in the lower portion of the Upper Y-
Mile impossible and necessitated inspection of aquatic structures from the streambank. Additionally, turbidity
levels were unusually high during the monitoring visit, making visual identification of the submerged structures
difficult.

4.3.1 Aquatic Habitat Enhancement Structures
The aquatic habitat enhancement structures that were monitored during the 2004 survey included:
s Wing deflectors;

»  Vortex weirs;
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*» Modified vortex welrs;
e  W-weir; and
» Habitat enhancement boulders and boulder clusters.

As defined by the Work Plan, the general objectives of the placement of the aquatic habitat structures were to:

Recreate riffle/pool structural variability in the instream habitat;
Provide instream and bankside cover for aquatic organisms;
Increase variability in water flow and depth;

Increase bank stability; and

Improve substrate conditions.

* o & o o

The approximate location of each habitat enhancement structure is presented on Figure 4-1. In general, the
aquatic habitat enhancement structures that were monitored appeared to be stable with no evidence of bankside
erosion. Areas of deposition and scouring of recently deposited sediment on top of the armor stone was
observed around most of the habitat enhancement structures. Reduced functionality was noted for several of the
habitat structures, which was likely a temporary condition caused by increased water levels due to the ponding
effect from the downstream damming of the River by EPA.

Detailed observations of the aquatic habitat structures are presented in Table 4-1.

4.3.2 Armor Stone Layer

In general, the armor stone layer appeared to be stable with no areas of erosion noted. In many areas, the armor
layer has been covered with sediment deposits, an indication of the presence of natural, and engineered,
sedimentation processes.
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5. Water Column Monitoring

51 General

The objective of the post-restoration water column monitoring program is to identify and evaluate water column
impacts that may be a result of post-removal and restoration activities in the Upper /2-Mile Reach. Water
column monitoring activities use procedures consistent with the monitoring previously performed for the
during-construction water column monitoring program.

5.2 Monitoring Program

Water column monitoring is to be conducted for the first 5 years following completion of restoration activities.
2004 represented the second year of monitoring. The monitoring program consists of water column sampling
performed three times annually — following high- and storm-flow events, and during low-flow periods. Samples
are to be collected at both the Newell and Lyman Street locations and are analyzed for total/dissolved PCB and
total suspended solids (TSS). Field data such as turbidity, temperature, and depth are also collected for each
event. Results of the 2004 monitoring activities are displayed in Table 5-1. Following analyses of 5 years of
monitoring water column data, GE may, if appropriate, submit to EPA a plan for modification or elimination of
water column monitoring.

5.3 Monitoring Activities

In 2004, water column samples were taken at two separate locations (Lyman and Newell Street Bridges).
Samples were collected on two occasions: following a storm-flow event (i.e., following a rainfall event of >0.25
inch in a 24-hour period), and during an extended low-flow period. The day prior to collection of the storm-
flow samples on November 4, 2004, the Pittsfield area received 0.48 inch of precipitation. On the day of storm-
flow sample collection, flow in the river was 148 cubic feet per second (cfs). Low-flow samples were collected
on June 24, 2004 while flow was 29 cfs,

During 2004, there were only four high-flow events (March 27 and 28, March 31 through April 3, September 18
and 19, and December 24) (i.e., flow >440 cfs) for a total of nine days of possible high-flow sampling. GE was
not able to collect samples on any of these days. However, a high-flow event occurred on January 14, 2005
(maximum flow of 730 cfs) and GE was able to collect a sample on that day. As a result, this collection event
will be used to represent the 2004 high-flow sampling event.

The flow in the River is reported from data collected at the United States Geological Survey (USGS) flow gauge
located in Coltsville, MA (USGS 0119700 East Branch Housatonic River at Coltsville, MA). Precipitation data
was taken from daily National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration/National Weather Service (NOAA/NWS)
data reported from the Pittsfield airport.
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5.4 Monitoring Results

The water column monitoring results indicated that PCBs were detected in only one set of water column
samples. Unfiltered high-flow event water column samples returned PCB results of 0.0000340 ppm at the
Newell Street Bridge and 0.000174 ppm at the Lyman Street Bridge. TSS results for these samples were 122
ppm and 138 ppm for the Street and Lyman Street bridges, respectively. Filtered PCB analysis of these high-
flow event water column samples did not detect PCB concentrations above the detection limit. TSS results for

the storm- and low-flow event sampling events were all below 5 ppm. Complete results of 2004 water column

monitoring are included in Table 5-1.
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6. Summary and Future Activities

6.1 Restored Bank Vegetation Monitoring

During 2004, vegetative monitoring was conducted in the spring (May) and late summer (August). In the
spring, losses in both the canopy and understory were noted. The late summer monitoring visit indicated
continued losses in the understory. In response to vegetative losses, certain corrective actions were
implemented in October. Sufficient understory specimens were planted to bring the survival rate back up to
90%.

In 2005, vegetation monitoring will be conducted once during the spring and once during the late summer/fall
time periods. As per the monitoring schedule, planting areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 will be quantitatively monitored
once during the late summer (July/August) as they are in their fifth year of monitoring. Planting areas 4B, 6, 7,
8, 8A, 9, 9A, 10, 11, and 11A will not be monitored in 2005 as they have been monitored for three years as of
2004. Planting areas 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 will be in their third year of monitoring in 2005 and as such will
be inspected twice during 2005 — once in the spring and again in late summer/fall. Results of each monitoring
event will be summarized and submitted to EPA in trip reports and in the 2005 Annual Monitoring Report. A
complete summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table 6-1. Restored bank vegetation
monitoring is expected to continue through 2009.

GE would like to request modification of the performance criteria used to measure planting success in the older
planting areas (such as areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 to be monitored in 2005). In these areas, significant growth has
made the ability to count individual stems difficult and time consuming. While it is accepted that stem counts
are an appropriate means of determining vegetative success in newly planted areas, in areas that are more mature
it is believed that stem counts do not provide an accurate representation of the development of the vegetative
community. In terms of meeting the overall objective of the stream bank restoration (i.e., a plant community
that affords increased habitat function relative to the pre-existing system), GE requests the opportunity to
discuss alternative approaches to the vegetative monitoring that are more appropriate for a maturing planted
community as seen in the older planting areas of the Upper /2-Mile Reach. Monitoring techniques to consider
are standard plant community study methods such as the line intercept method or point-centered-quarter
technique. The resulting outcome would be such metrics as frequency, density, and dominance. If these
modifications would be potentially acceptable to EPA and the Trustees, GE will prepare a formal request in
early 2005.

GE will coordinate scheduling of 2005 vegetative inspection visits with EPA to avoid potential high-water
events in the Upper “4-Mile Reach during the monitoring events. This may require scheduling of monitoring
visits during those times when the EPA dam is not in place, and water levels are closer to normal.

6.2 Restored Bank Erosion Monitoring

Restored bank erosion monitoring was conducted in early summer (June) 2004. During the monitoring event,
some minor erosion was noted in three areas, which was addressed in September 2004. The integrity of the
cleared and restored areas of the banks of the Upper 2-Mile Reach are to be monitored for 5 years following
completion of restoration activities. The Work Plan calls for the banks to be inspected semi-annually for the
first year following completion and annually for the remaining 4 years. 2004 represented the second year of
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monitoring following completion of restoration activities. Monitoring of restored bank areas will be performed
annually in 2005, 2006, and 2007. A complete summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table
6-1. At the end of the S-year period, GE will propose a long-term monitoring program for EPA approval.

6.3 Monitoring of Aquatic Habitat Enhancement Structures and Armor Stone Layer

Monitoring of the aquatic habitat enhancement structures and armor stone layer was conducted in 2004 and no
side-bank or armor layer erosion was noted. However, reduced functionality of several aquatic habitat
structures were noted, which may be a temporary condition due to a downstream dam, installed by EPA as part
of the 1/4-Mile Reach Removal Action. For 2005, the aquatic habitat enhancement structures and armor stone
layer will be monitored in the late summer/fall in conjunction with the vegetative monitoring survey and will be
coordinated with EPA to avoid potential high-water events due to the dam in the 12 -Mile Reach. 2004
represented the second year of monitoring following completion of restoration activities. Monitoring of the
aquatic habitat enhancement structures and armor stone layer will continue annually in 2005, 2006, and 2007. A
complete summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table 6-1. At the end of the 5-year period,
GE will propose a long-term monitoring program for EPA approval.

6.4 Water Column Monitoring

During 2004, water column monitoring was performed two times (i.e., storm- and low-flow events) at both the
Newell and Lyman Street bridge locations and a third monitoring event (high-flow) was performed in January
2005. PCBs were not detected in any of the water column samples collected. 2004 represented the second year
that water column monitoring was completed following restoration of the Upper /2-Mile Reach. Water column
monitoring will be performed three times (i.e., following high-, low-, and storm-flow events) annually in 2005,
2006, and 2007. A complete summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table 6-1. Following
analyses of 5 years of monitoring water column data, GE may, if appropriate, submit to EPA a plan for
modification or elimination of water column monitoring.

6.5 Sediment Cap Isolation Layer Monitoring

Sediment cap isolation layer monitoring was not performed in 2004. Isolation layer sampling performed in
2003 fulfilled the requirement of 1-year post-cap placement monitoring for all monitoring locations. As stated
in the Work Plan, isolation layer monitoring would not have been required again until 2005 (5-year monitoring
requirements for three of the eight locations). However, in the 2003 Annual Monitoring Report, to consolidate
the sampling efforts, GE proposed, and EPA subsequently agreed, that the 5-year monitoring for all eight
locations be consolidated and performed in 2007 (i.e., the 5-to-7-year interval) (BBL, 2004). A complete
summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table 6-1. At the end of the 5-to-7-year period, GE
will propose a long-term monitoring program for EPA approval.

In 2002, in response to EPA concerns regarding the levels of TOC in some isolation layer materials placed
through October 2001, GE developed and proposed a plan for TOC sampling of those isolation layer materials,
the performance of a seepage meter study, and the submission of a report presenting these results and evaluating
the effectiveness of the isolation layer. This plan was conditionally approved by EPA in letters dated September
25 and December 31, 2002. The TOC sampling has been completed; however, due to unfavorable weather
conditions and EPA’s installation of the dam in the 1%4-Mile Reach, sufficient seepage meter data could not be
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collected in 2004. Based on an agreement with EPA, once the appropriate seepage meter data have been
collected, GE will propose a revised date for submission of the evaluation report and will then prepare and
submit that report to EPA.

6.6 Restored Sediments Monitoring

Three rounds of periodic sampling of the sediments on top of the cap in the Upper “4-Mile Reach will be
performed at S-year intervals, beginning 5 years after completion of construction on the sediment
removal/replacement activities. Therefore, the restored sediment sampling monitoring program will be
conducted beginning in 2007. A complete summary of the future monitoring activities is included in Table 6-1.
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF BANK PLANTING AREAS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

1. Vines Tape = FELECE - g - 'Understory -
Ceall Weedy Vines | Amelanchiar cansgensls
: e | (o) SN s VO Ao U Ao o come Total | Apktes diliohs L Acor magids 4 salu Mpey iAo st
1 May-00 | AC | 0.30 328 0 0 37 37 36 110 82 182 79 EE] F Fo 210
1 Oct-00 | AT - < [} 36 [ 0 0 36 0 T o a ] a 0
7 Jun01 | AC = - 27 0 1 1 [} 2 0 2 0 0 0 o
3 Gci-01 | AC - - 0 10 10 g 10 39 [ a7 10 0 21 [
1 Oct02 | AC - - 0 6" 5 6 6 23 6 23 | 0 0 [N & 0
1 Oct-03 | AC - - 0 0 0 36 0 38 g | 45 | 0 0 | o [ [
2 May-00 D 0.17 NA 3 0 0 o 0 0 0 [ 0 a4 4 | 15 15 . 118
7 Oct-01 D - - 0 [ 0 0 9 0 ¢ o 9 G 14 E 40
2 Oct-03 D - - 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 ) | 30 0 [} 30
3 May-00 E 005 45 0 0 18 18 19 ES 11 11 13 | 13 a 4 34
3 Oct-00 £ - - 0 18 0 4 3 18 3 8 0 0 [ 1] 0
3 Jun-01 € v - G 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 (7] ] 2
3 Oct-01 E - - 0 5 4 4 4 17 0 7 B 5 ] 2 18
3 Oct02 E - - 0 6" 0 6 0 12 8 20 3 [ c 2 s
3 Oct-03 E .. - 4 0 0 12 0 12 o 12 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 0.52 373 22 81 75 117 76 349 124 473 | 164 191 87 [T | 522
4A | Oct-00 [G1,G4  0.16 395 ] 19 18 18 18 iE] 74 147 64 B3 [} 0 142
4A | Oct01_|G1,G2 - = 0 12" & 5 € 30 12 42 3 [l | 10 5 2z
4A | Oct-02 |G1,G2l - - 0 [ 4 4 10 26 [ 34 30 10 | 0 0 40
4A | Oct03 1G1,G2 - - 0 3 0 12 [ 12 0 12 0 13 | 0 i a3
4B | Jun-01 |G2,G3 0.40 416 22 54 58 56 0 166 134 200§ a5 55 | 33 33 756
4B Oct-01_[G2,G3 - = 0 0 5 0 53 53 0 =3 o a 1 [ 0
48 Oct-02 1G2G3 - - 0 8 4 6 2 20 8 28 10 o | 10 30
a8 Oct-03 |G2G3  — - [ 0 0 34 0 34 0 H 0 [ [ i [ 0
4B | Oct04 1G2G3 - - 0 0 12 12 12 36 0 EOl | [} a 0 | [ |
5 Oct-00_{F1,F2] 010 NA 0 19 18 18 18 73 0 73 | 25 2 8 | B 1 68
5 Oct03 [ FiF2 - - 0 0 0 21 0 21 0 21 [0 1 0 | 0 10
5 Jun-01 F3 0.07 226 0 0 0 4 0 5 57 5T 21 Fl 7 | 7 56
6A | Jun-01 F3 0.05 NA 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 B a H | 3 22
7 Jun-01 F3 0.01 NA [i [} 0 [ [ [} o [ 3 H 1 1 )
Sulbrtotal 0.79 1037 22 120 118 187 | 113 544 283 | 837 259 FiF] 77 77 | 685
8 Oct-01 1 002 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 | & 3 4 Fl 2 14
B Oct-02 H1 - - Q 0 0 [ 3 o 2 | 0 = ] o 0 0
BA | Oct-01 H1 0.05 104 o 0 o 0 0 0 28 3 12 I 7 4 ] i o7
g Oct-01 H1 0.01 NA 0 0 [} 0 5 [+ 0 0 3 | z 1 1 7
9A Oct:01_ | H1H2| 0,08 187 0 0 2 o 0 0 31 1 12 T 4 & 27
SA | Oct02 =1 - - 0 0 Q 3 0 0 2 2 ] ] 1 0 4
10 Oct-01 | B68 | 018 NA 5 35" 385 37 37 146 [} 146 a7 | a7 16 16 196
10 Oct-04 | B68 - NA 0 0 3 3 2 8 0 8 Q | [ Q 0 [
11 Oct-01 H2 0.04 88 [} 0 0 o 0 0 20 20 B | [ 3 3 I 20
11 Oct-02 H2 - - 0 0 9 0 0 0 2 2 [ [} a__ 0 o
11 Cct-03 H2 - - 0 [ 0 18 ) 15 0 19 [ [] 0 _ [] 0
11A | Oct01 H2 0.06 83 3 0 0 0 0 0 28 T 12 | T [ g Fi]
1A L oc02 H2 - - 0 0 0 0 0 g 2 2 o 2 0 0 ¢
12 | May-02 | 1 0.13 269 0 18" 0 19 18 55 €7 122 50 | 50 0 17 117
12 Oct-02 J1 - - 22 0 18 0 0 18 0 18 a 0 17 0 17
1z Oct-03 J1 - — [0 0 0 12 o 12 13 25 o 0 0 0 0
12 Oct-04 J1 - - [ 0 3 3 2 8 g g o [ [ 3 4
13| May-0z [ 010 234 o 18" 0 18 19 55 41 9 76 =78 1 5 61
13 Oct-02 11 - - 4 0 18 0 [} 18 18 38 4 [ 9 2 9
14 Get02 J3 0.21 192 22 37 37 36 36 146 48 164 | 56 55 18 ig 150
15 | May-02 12 0.00 40 [} 0 0 [} 0 0 10 10| 0 0 [} i o
16 Oct-02 2 0.01 72 [} ) 0 0 0 0 18 18 3 1 3 1 1 B
17 Oct-02 13 0.04 108 0 0 0 0 [ 0 27 7 10 [ 10 3 3 26
| Subtotal 0.96 1409 44 109 115 147 114 485 364 845 | 245 225 81 (5] 618
Total 2.27 2819 88 310 308 451 309 1378 781 2158 | 668 688 | 247 240 V1843
Notes:

1. Woody vines planted at an approximate density of 40 vines/acre on 4’ centers in 2 15'x30' paich with a minimum of 150 between patches.

2. Understory planted at an approximate density of 730 shrubs/acre (including red-osier dogwood) on 4' centers in a 30'x50" patch with a minumum of 40' between patches
3. Canopy planted in varying densities, clumps, or if necessary, sinuous lines.

4 Dogwood band planted on 4 centers in a single row along the toe of the bank.

5. * - In consultation with EPA and Trustees, Chokecherry (prunus virg intana) was planted in substitution of Serviceberry for these areas.
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TABLE 2-2
RESULTS OF CANOPY MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Date Area Dead
1 ] A7 a.bc
o 2 0 12 d, e
2001 3 0 18 1
4, Cell G1 Oct-00 142 114 117 12 129 0 15 9.h
5 Oct-00 66 53 55 4 59 0 6
1 May-00 210 168 71 52 123 1 45 jh
123 2 Wiay-G0 118 34 45 22 67 0 27 K
2007 3 May-00 34 27 1 2 13 0 14 i
4, Cell G1 0ct-00 142 114 51 55 106 41 -8 Lm
5 Oct-00 66 53 44 16 50 3 7 i
1 May-00 210 168 139 27 166 5 -2 n
2 May-00 118 94 69 20 89 0 5 o
3 May-00 34 27 22 7 29 0 2
20 4A Oct-00 142 114 53 23 76 3 -38 o
— 4B Jun-01 256 205 139 58 187 7 8
10 Oct-01 126 101 120 4 124 1 23
5 Jun-01 66 53 46 8 54 [ 1
6.6A, 7, 8A JunelOct-01 113 a0 60 26 86 3 4 0
8.9, 94, 11, 11A 0ct-01 35 76 108 5 113 2 37 p
== 1 May-00 210 168 175 3 178 0 10 m, n
i 2 May-00 118 94 90 5 95 0 1
¥ 3 May-00 34 27 25 1 26 [ 1
L ) 813 44 Oct-00 142 114 86 2 88 0 -26
2002 48 Jun-01 256 205 201 1 202 0 3
10 Oct-01 126 101 141 1 142 0 41
e 5 Jun-01 66 53 61 3 64 0 1
6, 6A. 7, 8A JunelOct-01 113 90 102 3 105 0 15
8,9, 9A, 11. 11A Oct-04 95 76 159 1 160 0 84
1 May-00 210 168 158 1 159 0 -9 m. n
2 May-00 118 94 84 0 84 0 -10
3 May-00 34 27 27 0 27 0 0
44 Oc1-00 142 114 89 1 90 0 24
48 Jun-01 256 205 217 3 220 0 15
10 Oct-01 126 101 124 3 127 0 26
ot 5 Jun-01 66 53 52 1 53 0 0
2003 6,6A, 7, 8A June/0ct-01 113 90 112 0 112 0 22
8,9, 94, 11, 11A Oct-01 95 76 163 0 163 0 87
12 May/Oct-02 134 107 134 0 134 9 27
13 May/Oct-02 70 586 76 0 76 0 20
14 0ct-02 150 120 163 1 164 0 44
15 May-02 - - - fnd — — -—
16 Oct-02 ] 6 8 0 [] 0 2
i 17 Oct-02 26 21 27 0 27 0 6
| 1 May-00 210 168 176 15 191 0 23 m. o
| 2 May-00 118 94 76 0 76 0 18
L 3 May-00 34 27 27 0 27 0 0
44 Oct-00 142 114 92 3 95 0 -19
48 Jun-01 256 205 243 0 243 0 38
10 Oct-01 126 101~ 115 12 127 0 26
v 5 Jun-01 66 53 50 1 51 0 -2
2902);. 6,64, 7. BA JunefOct-01 113 90 136 0 136 0 46
8.9, 94, 11, 1A Oct-01 95 76 103 0 103 0 27
12 May/Oct-02 134 107 141 0 141 0 34
13 May/Og1-02 70 56 71 0 7 0 15
14 001-02 150 120 138 6 144 0 24
15 May-02 - - i = -
16 0c102 [ 6 8 0 8 0 2
17 0c1-02 26 21 25 0 25 0 4
48 Jun01 256 205 231 0 231 0 26
10 Ga-01 126 101 i1 3 124 i
6,64, 7, 8A JunefOct 01 113 50 90 1 91 0 1
8.9, 9A 11, 11A 0ct-01 95 76 151 0 151 0 75
524 12 May/Oct 02 134 107 118 4 122 0 15
2004 13 May/Oct 02 70 56 72 0 72 0 16
14 Qct-02 150 120 134 9 143 0 23
15 May-02 - - - - —
16 Oct-02 8 6 17 0 ] 0 11
17 Oct-02 26 21 24 0 24 0 3
48 Jun-01 256 205 231 1 232 0 27
10 Oct-01 126 101 112 12 124 0 23
6,64, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 113 90 89 [ 89 0 1
8, 9,94, 11,114 Oc1-01 95 76 124 2 126 0 50
87 12 May/Oct 02 134 107 131 0 131 0 24
2004’ 13 MayiCct 02 70 56 62 1 63 0 7
14 Oct-02 150 120 132 2 134 0 14
15 May-02 ol = - = wwem oer
16 Oct-02 8 6 8 0 8 0 2
17 0c1-02 26 21 24 0 24 0 3
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TABLE 2.2
RESULTS OF CANOPY MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Notes:

2. The strassed specimans were boxelder {5} and cottonwood {2),
b. Black wilow and siiver maple were stgnificanty undetrepresented in the count  Only 2 black willows and 7 sitver maples were identfied.

¢. Resprouted species that were cut during remedsal activities Inctuded eastern cottonwood, boxelder, black cherry {Prunus serotina). Amertcan etm {Ulmus amercana). biack wiliow. and
red oak {Quercus rubra.

d Black willow and stiver maple were signvificantly underrapresented n the count Only 1 black willow and 10 sifver maples were identified.
& Resprouted species that were cut during remedtal activities included eastern cottonwood, boxsider, red pak and black cherry

t No black willow or stiver maples were notest Herbivory 1s probably the result of the loss

g Black wittow and stiver maple were sinificanlly underrepresented in the count Onty § black wiltow and 10 siver maples were identified

h. Resprouted species thal were cut dunng remedial actraties included eastern cottonwood, boxelder. black cherry. American eim, black willow, red oak, and shagbark hickory {Carya
ovata}

i Jomnt GE/Trustee monttoring event

} Cottonwood and boxelder are the dominant species surviving in this area

k Resprout species inciude black cherry, American elm, red oak. green ash {Fraxtnus pennsylvanica), speckled alder {Alnus rugosa), bigtooth aspen (Populus grandidentata)
i Resprout species in this area include American elm, green ash, red oak, white willow {Satix atba).

m. Resprout species in this area include red oak and American elim.

n. Resprout observed species include black cherry and Amertcan elm

©. Oniy other tesprout species was black cherry,

p Qnly other resprout species was American elm,
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TABLE 2-3
RESULTS OF UNDERSTORY MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

;-Monltoﬁr'lg'cdﬁ'r}i-'l.i\iéﬁ aci 5
| Date Planted | ‘Dead | Variance | -
1 May-00 0 -20
5/31 2 May-00 — asw — — ) b a
2001 3 May-00 73 58 56 1 57 0 E] b
4. Cell G1 Oct-00 73 58 54 8 62 0 4
5 Oct-00 73 58 &8 4 72 0 14 N
N 1 May-00 146 117 59 34 93 0 -24 c.d
i I 823 2 May-00 = s -« _ _ = =
L o 3 May-00 73 58 47 2 49 2 -9 d
4, Cell G1 Oct-00 73 58 19 17 36 33 .22 d
5 Oct-00 73 58 44 19 63 7 5 d
' 1 May-00 146 117 83 34 117 10 0 f
2 May-00 - — — — - — —
3 May-00 73 58 26 26 52 0 -6 f
_ o 4A Oct-00 73 58 24 19 43 4 15 f
f ] 2002° 48 Jun-01 219 175 99 74 173 0 -2 f
l 10 Oct-01 73 58 54 20 74 0 16 fg
5 Jun-01 73 58 33 . 26 59 1 1 f
8, BA, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 -— -— — — — — —
8,9, 9A, 11. 11A Oct-01 73 58 46 22 68 0 10 g
1 May-00 146 117 92 16 108 0 -9 c
2 May-00 — — — — — — -
3 May-00 73 58 52 2 54 0 -4
o 4A Oct-00 73 58 37 3 40 0 -18
2002° 48 Jun-01 219 175 167 4 171 0 -4
10 Oct-01 73 58 72 4 76 0 18
5 Jun-01 73 58 62 2 64 0 6
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 - — - — — == =
8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct-01 73 58 69 1 70 0 12
1 May-00 146 117 94 3 97 0 -20
2 May-00 ——n - — - - - -
3 May-00 73 58 40 1 41 0 17
4A Oct-00 73 58 45 6 51 0 7
4B Jun-01 219 175 148 8 156 0 -19
10 Oct-01 73 58 55 4 59 0 1
o 5 Jun-01 73 58 49 0 49 0 -9
2003° 6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 = = = = = = =
8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct-01 73 58 58 0 58 0 0
12 May/Oct 02 73 58 65 3 68 0 10
13 May/Oct 02 73 58 65 1 66 0 8
14 Oct-02 146 117 154 3 157 0 40
15 May-02 = = =
16 Oct-02 - — —— —— —- e =
17 Oct-02 = = = = — —

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Hall_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Reporfy
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TABLE 2-3
RESULTS OF UNDERSTORY MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

3 iMoniforing Colint = Live'S
) 7
1 0
2 0
4B Jur-01 218 175 161 2 163 0 -12
10 Oct-1 73 58 56 3 59 o] 1
a2 5 Jun-01 73 58 45 0 45 0 -13
2003 6, GA, 7, BA June/Oct 01 - - = = - - -
8,8, 9A, 11, 11A Oct-D1 73 58 47 0 47 0 . -11
12 May/Oct 02 73 58 54 0 54 0 -4
13 May/Oct 02 73 58 &7 1 68 0 10
14 Dct-02 146 117 148 0 148 0 31
15 May-02 — - — — - - e
18 Oct-02 — - — — —— — —
17 Oct-02 — — -as — -— -
48 Jun-01 218 175 166 0 166 0 -9
10 Oct-01 73 58 77 1 78 0 20
6, BA, 7, BA June/Oct 01 - -~ - — - -
5/04 8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct-01 73 58 62 2 64 0 6
2004° 12 May/QOct 02 73 58 67 1 68 0 10
13 May/Oct 02 73 58 62 0 62 0 4
14 Oct-02 146 117 152 0 152 0 35
15 May-02 - — — - - — -
16 Qct-02 -— -— - - - - e
17 Oct-02 — -— —— - -—- - —
4B Jun-01 219 175 149 0 149 0 -26
10 Oct-01 73 58 53 3 56 0 -2
6, 6A, 7, BA June/Oct 01 - - - - - - -
8, 9 9A 11 11A Qct-01 73 58 64 0 64 0 <]
8/17 12 May/QOct 02 73 58 57 0 57 0 -1
2004° 13 May/Oct 02 73 58 62 0 62 0 4
14 Qct-02 146 117 157 0 157 0 40
15 May-02 - —- — - — — -
16 Qct-02 e - - - - - -
17 QOct-02 - - — - — — —
Notes:

a. No understory specimens were planted in this area.

b. 54 understory specimens were originally planted in May 2000. An additional 18 were planted in October 2000,

c. Overall survival of the understory species is skewed towards the plot located in the western end of Area 1. There is
very good survival in that plot and very poor survival in the piot located in the eastern end of Area 1.

d.In general, serviceberry had the poorest survival and tended to be that species with the greatest demonstrated stress.

e. Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.
f. In general, winterberry hollies appeared to have begun sprouting and putting on leaves when they were hit with frost. Stress appeared 10 be cold

induced. Also, serviceberries that were stressed in 2001 appeared 1o be a very good condition,
g. One shrub clump was moved from Area 10 to Area 11 at the request of the trustees

VAGE_Housatenic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reporis and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report
01551550 Tables xls - Table 2-3 Page 2 of 2 13112005
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TABLE 24

RESULTS OF RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

fants

by count)

513172001 3 May-00 11 9 13 {by count) -
4 _Cell G1 Oct-00 74 59 74 {oy count} iy
5 Qct-00 - - = ot
First 100 (Partial) First 100 ~ 10 foot section
1 May-00 82 66 Second 100’ (Partial) Becond 100" - 20 foot section
Third 100'
8/23/2001¢ 2 May-00 = = = =
3 May-00 11 8 — 100%
cel Gt Oet00 74 59 Partial Sparse western 50°, with no specimens
4 Ce left jast 20°
5 Oct-00 - = = =
First 100 {Pantial} First 100" - 50 foot section
Second 100" (Partial) Second 100" ~ 20 foot section
May-00 8! &6
! 2 & Tnird 100 {Partial] Third 100 = 20 foot section
Foyrth 100' - 100%
2 May-00 = —_ = —_
3 May-00 11 g Partial 50% of first 50 feet s sparse
First 100" - 100% 3
A Oct-00 74 50 Sevond 100 = 100% Thin for entire section, water stress in some
sections
Third 100"~ 100%
First 100° {Partial} First 100" - 20 foot section
5/20/2002° 48 Sun-01 134 107 Second 100’ (Partial) Second 100" - 20 foot section
Third 100 (Partial} Third 100 - 20 foot section
Fourth 100’ - 100%
10 Oct-01 — = — —
5 Jun-01 = — = -
6,647, 84 June/Oct 01 89 7 A e First 100° ~ missing first 30 foot section
Second 100~ 100%
Fist 100 (Partial)
Second 100’ (Partal) .
18 dead red-osiet dogwoeods identified over
B, 8, 8A 11,1 , 9 4
Uk SzR L2 = ;"’:h‘&%(f:”ﬁ’ the length of this stretch
O artiad
Fifth 100 (Parta}
First 100 — Gaps at 17" to 23
nterval, 33 to 38" interval, and 81
’ to 69 interval ,
U L7 Lo E3 Second 100 - Gaps al 716 10 Eeuniito
interval
Third 100" - Gap at 60 foot pont
2 May-00 —_ = e _ —
Gap in the red-osier dogwood band
3 L I = atthe 70’ to 100" interval -
Second 100
First 100' - Gap atthe 0 to 20
4A QGet-00 74 5% interval and the 89’ to 100" interval Thitd 100 Water stress in some sections
8/13/2000° First 100 - Thin at 70 to 100°
interval
48 Jun-01 134 107 Fourth 100" - Thin at 90' point Second 1007
Third 100
10 Oct-01 = - = =
5 Jun-01 = = _ o
6,6A. 7, 8A June/Oct 01 89 7 = AEotLE
Second 100"
First 100"
8.9, 9A 11 114 Oct-01 82 65 Second 100" - Missing 2 plants Third 100" ~ Partial 18 dead red-oswer dogwoods identfied over

Fourth 100’ — Missing 1 plant

the length of this stretch

VAGE_Housstonic_Uppar_Half_MilaiReports and Presentations\ 2004 Annust Monitoring Reportt
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TABLE 2-4

RESULTS OF RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

[ e 1

Gaps at 30 to 40
interval, and 80 10 100" interval
Second 100 - gaps at 105" to 119,
120 to 134', 135" to 200" intervals,

1 May-00 82 86 all were cut back, sorme hew o Extensive herbivorous action on the pilants
sprouts
Thirg 100" — plants at 201" to 280"
had been topped
2 May-00 = = = =
Thin at the 24’ to 50" interval,
several gaps
First 100" - Plants in 0 to 33’
interval had been topped
M e . e Second 100" - Plants at 170’ to 200| -
interval wefe weak and stressed
Third 100" — Plants at end of
planting area were gone
First 100" - Topped at 60 to 100" 9
N eral Fourth 100
Second 100" — Plants a present, .
but indications of herbivory Fifth 100
5/28/2003° Third 100’ — Missing plants at 2t1 9
and 285 foot points SR
10 Oat-01 = — - -
5 Jun-01 = = — -
First 100"
8,677, 84 dune/Oct 01 88 7 = £ coneicns
Third 00"
Fourth 100"
First 100"
89,94 11, 11A Oct01 82 56 = £
Third 100"
Fourth 100°
First 100
12 May/Oct 02 67 84 e Second 100° — 1 dead plant at 194’ and
181198
13 MayiOct 02 50 a7 - Piants all present, though last three
were topped
14 Oct-02 48 38 - All present, 26 plants planted n right of
way of which 2 were missing
15 May-02 10 8 - Missing 1
16 Qct-02 18 14 . Missing 1
17 Oct-02 27 22 — All prasent
First 100'= Gaps at 28" to 39"
interval ‘ : 1
, o . - e e _ Atotal of 17 RO dogwood missing, need 1
2 Second 100 — gaps at 117" to 131; plant to meet performance standard
Third 100" — Gaps 21 232, 250 to
262" and 275 to 300"
2 May-00 = B - =
3 May-00 11 8 = All present
4A Oct0 74 59 Gitsli C0EIGapslatin BItDI3 _ Atotal of 5 RO dogwoods missing from
Second 100’ — Gaps at 178" to 81" pianting area, meets performance standard
First 100' — Gap at 69 to 75 Second 100° N
o " - " r 2 A total of 4 RO dogwood missing from
48 Jun-01 134 107 Sixth 100 — Gagp at 547" to 558 F;::z:jg? planting area, meets performance standard
i
10 Oct-0t e e e —
5 Jun-01 - e e —
91212003° First 100°
8, 8A 7 8BA JunefOct 01 89 71 == Secund 100
Third 100"
First 100" — Gaps at 0' to 4" and 60’
t0 85" A totat of 4 RO dogwoods missing from
CAERELS OB AL S St LS L3 Second 100 — Gap at 177 10 181 - planting area, meets performance standard
Third 100° - Missing 1
Fits1 100' — Gap 2t 20 to 25°, Atotal of 20 RO dogwoods missing from
Second 100" — Gap at 186" 1o 200° pianting area, doas not meet performance
1 K 7 4 —
e May/Oct 02 e < TR 60 Gane ot 360 1o 3AF standard, 7 plants needed to meet the
e 2719, 10 300" performance standard
13 May/Oct 02 59 47 - Missing ane plant Meets performance standard
14 Qct-02 48 38 — Missing one plant Maets performance standarg
15 May-02 10 8 — Missing two plants Masts performance standard
1€ Oct-02 18 14 — Missing one plant Muets performance standard
17 Oct-02 27 22 s All present Meets performance standard
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TABLE 24

RESULTS OF RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT

UPPER 1/2-MILE REAGH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

e
Third 100° - Gap at 258", e A total of 2 RO dagwbod missing from
48 Jun-01 134 107 - segment planting area, meets performance standard
Fitth 100" ~ Gap at 580"
10 Oct-01 - = e =
First 100
€, 6A, 7, BA JunerOct 0t 89 7t - Second 100 Meets performance standard
Third 100
First 100°
5124 8.9 9A 11 11A QOct-01 82 66 - Second 100" Meets performance standacd
2004° Third 100"
First 100
12 MayfOct 02 67 54 — Second 100" Meets performance standard
Third 100'
13 May/Oct 02 58 47 - Yes Mests performance standard
14 Qct-02 48 38 — Missing eight plants Meets performance standard
15 May-02 10 8 - Missing five plants Does not meet performance standard
16 Oct-02 18 14 — Missing ane plant Meets performance standard
17 QOct-02 27 22 ol Missing three plants Meets performance standard
48 Jun-01 134 107 One gap at 580 fest Meets performance standard
10 Qct-01 - - - - -
6, 6A 7, 8A June/Oct 01 89 71 fed Missing one plant Meets performance standard
8 9 8A 1t 11A Qct-01 82 &6 o None missing Meets performance standard
8/17/2004° 12 MayrOct 02 87 54 — Missing two plants Mesats performance standard
13 MayfOct 02 58 47 - None missing Meets performance standard
4 QOct-02 48 38 o Missing one plant Meets performance standard
15 May-02 10 8 oy Missing one plant Meets performance standard
18 Oct-02 18 14 — Missing one plant Maets performance standard
17 Oet-02 27 22 o None missing Meets performnance standard
Notes:

a. Based on discussions with the Trustees during the 8/23/200t monitaring event, it was agreed that individual counts of red-osier dogwood would not be made. instead, based on visual observation, it would be identified
which parts of the bank did not meet the original planting scherme of ane plant every 4 feet. If that measure were not mat, then remedial plantings wouid be utilized o establish the red-osier dogwood to that required density

b. No red-osier dogwoods were piantsd in this area.

<. Joint GE/Trustes mofiitoring event,

d. in this sequenca of areas, 57 red-osier doawoods were planted in Area 6 and 32 red-osier dogwaod were planted In Area BA, none were pianted in Areas 6A and 8A

&, In this sequence of areas, 6 red-osier dogwoods were pianted in Area 8, 32 red-osier dogwood ware planted in Area SA, 14 red-oster dogwoods were planted in Area 11, and 30 red-osler dogwoods ware planted n Area

1A

VIGE_Housalanic_Uppar_Hali_MteRaports and Presontalions 2004 Annual Monsonng Report
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TABLE 2-§
RESULTS OF GRAPE VINE MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Rl {30 i Quantity
Date L Area Date Pianted Required
5/31/2001 1 May-00 22
8/23/2001* 1 May-00 22 18 8 8 16 8 0
1 May-00 22 18 Q 6 6 0 0
5/2012002° 48 Jun-01 22 18 0 5] 5 Q0 0
9A Oct-01 = = = = = = b
1 May-00 22 18 Q0 0 0 0 ]
8/1312002° 48 Jun-01 22 18 0 13 13 Q0 8
A Qct-01 L -~ - e -~ >>18 b
The number of planted grapes observed in this plot does not mest the
1 May-00 22 18 14 o} 14 4] o] performance critena No native plants observed in this plot to
compensate.
While the number of planted grapes pius the number of individual native
1 wild plant and|grape plants noted in this planting area did not meet the performance
512812003° Gk S e s & e & e several plots |criteria, several large plots with numerous plants did compensate for the
tack of individual plants.
The number of planted grapes plus the number of individual native
12 Oct-02 22 18 13 o] 13 [¢] 3 grape plants noted in this pianting area did not meet the performance
critenia.
14 Oct-02 22 18 18 [¢] 18 0 ] Performance criteria met.
The number of planted grapes observed in this plot does not meet the
1 May-00 22 18 4 1 14 0 23 performance criteria. However a large number of wild grapes now
growing. As such, exceeds performance standard
The number of planted grapes plus the number of individual native
£ k] 0 AR ! o
9/12/2003° < SR 2 L e g 10 witd plants grape plants noted in this planting area meet the performance criteria
12 Oct-02 22 18 6 0 6 0 20 grape The number of planFed grapes pius the number of individual native ]
patches grape plants noted in this planting area meet the performance criteria
14 Oct-02 22 18 16 0 16 0 0 Performance criteria not met
4B Jun-01 22 18 9 0 3 0 20+ wild plants The number of planvted grapes plus the number of individual native
grape piants noted in this planting area meet the performance criteria
» ’ .
N 8 9 9A° 11, - 22 18 _ ~ _ ~ 35 wid piants The number of |ndwsdual’nabve Qraps plant§ noted in this planting area
5/24/2004 11A meet the performance criteria, without the aid of suppiemental planting
10 grape | The number of planted grapes plus the number of individua! native
i SRR e it E e < Y patches grape plants noted in this planting is below the performance criteria
14 Oct-02 22 18 19 0 18 0 Q The number of planted grapes meet the perdformance criteria
VYGE_Housatonic_Upper_Hall_Mile\Reports and Presentationsi2004 Annusi Monitoring Reporty
01551550Tables x5 - Table 2.5 Page 10f2 137/2005
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TABLE 2.5
RESULTS OF GRAPE VINE MONITORING SURVEYS
2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
W e -+~ Monitoring Count -
. : /e bl - Live Specimans Wild Grapes
i " Quantity ' | Target Performance ; : =l : S or Grape
Date Planted | RMur_e'd : Standard Non-stressod ~ Stressed Total Vines Doad Patches

The number of planted grapes plus the number of individual native

k2 SRR e ik it Y i o & grape plants noted in this planting area mest the performance criteria

8,9 9A° 11, The number of individual native grape plants noted in this planting area
- 22 18 0 0 o} 0 45 Y :
11A meet the performance criteria. without the aid of supplemental planting
8/17/2004*

12 Oct-02 22 18 3 o 3 19 The number of pian;ed grapes plus the number of intvidual nalive
grape plants noted in this planting area meet the performance critenia

14 Oct-02 2 18 18 0 8 o 26 The number of pianfed grapes plus the number of individual native )
grape plants noted in this planting area meet the performance critena

Notes:

a. Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event
b. Due to fimitations in stock, this area has not been planted with grape vine as scheduled. However, based on comments made by the trustees on the 2003 First % Mile Monitoring Resuits
Report, this area will be monitored for natural regeneration of grape vines.

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Hall_Mile\Reports and f 004 Annual Reporht
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TABLE 2-6
RESULTS OF HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Yiiaren) Parformance Standard .. ‘Genaral Monltoring Results’
Area | Date Planted] % Coveri [Total % Herbaceous Coveraoe)
First 100" ~60% coverage
3 May-00 100% Secgnd 100" ~80% coverags
Third 100" ~85% coverage
Final 60’ ~50% coverage
823 z May-00 100% ~75% coverage
2001° 3 May-00 100% ~B5% coverage
First 100" ~45% coverage
4, Cell Gt Oct-00 100% Second 100’ ~75% coverags
Third 100’ ~85% coverage
5 Oct-00 100% 70% coverage
First 100" ~B5% coverage
1 May-00 100% Secend 100" ~90% coverage
Third 100" ~80% coverage
Final 80° ~80% coverage
2 May-00 100% ~85% Coverage
3 May-00 100% ~85% coverage
First 100" ~50% coverage
4A Oct-00 100% Second 100’ ~B5% coverage
Third 100" ~80% coverage
First 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100" ~85% coverage
5/203 48 Jun-01 100% Third 100" ~85% coverage
2002 Fourth 100 ~75% coverage
Fifth 100° ~75% coverage
i 859
10 Oct-01 100% Firsl 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100’ ~85% coverage
5 Jun-01 100% ~75% coverage
6, BA,. 7, BA| June/Oat-01 100% ~70% coverage
First 100" ~70% coverage
8.9 9A T 5 o1 100% Second 100' ~50% coverage
A Third 100" ~75% coverage
Fourth 100’ ~ 30% coverage
Overall ~90% For some areas of herbaceous
First 100° cover that are less than 100%,
Upper bank: 0 to 33" interval ~50%; upper 67" foot reason for fack of caverage appears
~G5%: 1o be related to dry weather and lack|
Lower bank: 0 to 35" intervai ~80%; 35" {o 65 of rain, sorme areas had smail
1 May-00 100% interval ~85% patches {Jess than ong square foot)
80" interval ~85%; that might be bare as a result of
Second 100 poor soil, only one focation in the
010 15 interval ~85%. 75° ~5%: First 100 foot interval that will be
Third 100' ~100% coverage handtlgdcg::z;g:“: z:::;azi:mo"
Final 60" ~100% coverage
Herbaceous cover in this area tends|
to be thinner towards the top of the
slope: some of the lack of coverage
.~ e 809 appears 10 be because of Jack of
A May-00 Ut EROCEREICT rain and poor soil. One area within
this planting area shouid be
addressed through a response
action o correct the poor coverage.
-~ ~g5Y i
813 3 May-00 100% 80% at top of slope, ~85% coverage at bottorn of Response actions gre propused for
2002° slope one segment of this planting area.
Firsl 100 ~75% caverage Response actions are proposed for
B Oa-00 100% Se@nd HODEST welcoverspe 4 segments of this planting area
Third 100’ ~75% coverage
First 100" ~85% coverage
48 Jun-01 100% Se@nd 100" ~93% coverage Response actions iiue prc;?osed for
Third 100' ~100% coverage one segment of this planting area
Fourth 170" ~95% coverage
First 100' ~85% coverage Response actions are proposed for
o o '~
10 0a1-01 100% Saconat00E= S0 Icoveinge 2 segments of this planting area.
Third 100" ~ 85% coverage
~80% coverage overall. ~85% in eastern section, "
5 Jun-01 100% ~85% in the middie segment, with the western tzzp;nsli:s'g?fh:“ &rno“p:sea?e{:r
sloge being thin with a lot of debris & planting area.
. A . N .
6. 6A, 7. BAl June/Oct-01 100% First 100" ~B5% with the top of siope being thin Response actions are proposed for
one segmeant of this planting area
Second 100' ~85%
First 100 ~80% coverage
B, 8,94, 11, 9 Second 100" ~65% coverage Response actions are proposed for
Oct-i1 100% : N
Ut Third 100 ~80% coverage 2 segrments of this planting area.
Fourth 100' ~80% coverage
VAGE, Upper_Hall_Miks\Reports and 2004 Aneual Monkoring Reparts
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TABLE 2-6

RESULTS OF HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

> 3 Pesfenmanca z
| Genaral fosulty ‘Standard
(Total % Herbaceous Coverane) L [Yeaio)
ek B b 1T TR Fd LT el LD e 3 nd
First 100" ~85% coverage For some areas of herbaceous
cover that are tess than 100%,
1 May-00 100% Second 100" ~95% coverage some areas had small palchgs {tess,
Third 100-~85% coverage 1han ane sguare foot) that m;gm be
bare as & result of poor soil
Final 60' ~85% coverage
Herbaceous cover in this area stit
2 May-00 100% ~85% coverage tends to be thinner towards the top
of the slope
Herbaceous cover shows definite
3 May-00 100% ~85% coverage improvement after response actions|
of previous year
First 100° ~80% coverage e Y R T
L e T S-condM 0D Okicoverage improvement over previous year
Third 100" ~80% coverage
First 100" ~80% coverage
Second 100" ~80% coverage
8 Jun-01 100% Third 100° ~85% coverage
Fourth 100' ~85% coverage
Fifth 100' ~100% coverage
5/128 Sixth 100" 85% coverage
2003* First 100" ~85% coverage
10 Oct-01 100% Second 100" ~85% coverage
Third 100" ~85% coverage
5 Jun-01 100% ~35% coverage
First 100° ~85% coverage
8.6A, 7. BA] June/Oct-01 100% Secondii 008 95Thicoverage
Third 100" ~85% coverage
Fourth 100° ~85% coverage
Firsl 100' ~100% coverage
8,9, %A, 11, o Second 100" ~55% coverage
1A il 100% Third 100’ ~95% coverage
Fourth 100" ~80% coverage
. May/ o0 First 100' ~95% coverage
Oct-02 Second 100" ~80% coverage
13 ON;{)IZ 100% ~95% coverage
14 Oct-02 100% ~85% coverage
15 May-02 100% ~100% coverage
18 Oct-02 100% ~100% coverage
17 Oct-02 100% ~100% coverage
First 100’ ~85% coverage For areas of herbaceous cover that
. Second 100 ~100% coverage No. in certain are less than 100%, the areas had
1 May-00 100% Third 100~95% coverage seclions small palchgs (less than one square:
foot) that might be bare as a result
Final 60’ ~85% coverage of poor soil
Herbaceous cover in this area stil
2 May-00 100% ~B5% coverage No tends to be thinner towards the top
of the stope
Herbaceous cover in this area still
3 May-00 100% ~75% coverage No tends 1o be thinner towards the top
of the slope
Fist 100 ~70% coverage Herbaceous cover shows
4A Oat-00 100% Second 100’ ~90% coverage No el e e
Third 100° ~85% coverage
First 100" ~75% coverage For some areas of herbaceous
BSecond 100 ~80% coverage cover that are less than 100%. the
Third 100° ~85% coverage areas had bare patches of soit that
48 Jun-01 100% Fourth 100’ ~85% coverage No might be bare as a result of poor
Fifth 100° ~85% coverage soil conditions; much of the gaps in
coverage were onented towards the
Sixth 100" 5% coverage top of the bank
GISIO0Re elbovorae For soine areas of herbaceous
9112 Second 100’ ~85% coverage cover thal are less than 100%, the
2003 10 Oct-01 100% No areas had small patches {less than
Third 100" ~B5% coverage one square foot) that might be bare
as a result of poor soil conditions.
5 Jun-01 100% ~80% coverage No
First 100" ~8S% coverage For some areas of herbaceous
Becond 100" ~90% coverage cover that are less than 100%, the
8§, 6A, 7, BA| June/Oct-01 100% No areas had patches that might be
Third 100° ~90% coverage bare as a result of poor soil
conditions,
Firs! 100’ ~80% coverage For some areas of herbaceous
Second 100° ~90% coverage cover that are less than 100%, the
8,8, 8A 11, oct01 100% No areas had bare patches of soil that
Bt Third 100" ~85% coverags might be bare as a result of poor
soil conditions.
First 100' ~85% coverage
12 May/Oct-02 100% Second 100" ~20% coverage No
Third 100" ~90% coverage
13 e 100% ~90% coverage No
14 Oct-02 100% ~80% coverage No
15 May-02 100% ~B5% coverage No
18 00102 100% ~B5% coverage No
17 Oct-02 100% ~B5% coverage No

VAGE : Uppes_Half_
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TABLE 2-6

RESULTS OF HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING SURVEYS

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

*Area-> |Date Planted]

 Pertn

Sl e S
mmanca Sfandard

‘ Ganerul Monitoring Rastilts

- {% Cover! ¥ (Total % Herbacacis Coveraas)
First 100° ~90% coverage . overa -
5 erbaceous cover appears lo be
SeCf>nd 10,0 =90% coverage ciosing In, except under canopy
48 Jun-0f 100% Third 100’ ~80% coverage No specimens (which is atlowed under
Fourth 100" ~95% coverage Monitoring Plan}. Most bare areas
Fifth 100’ ~95% coverage are small in pature.
Sidh 100° 95% coverage
Herbaceous cover appears {0 be
closing in, except under canopy
First 100' ~80% coverage specimens {which is allowed under
0 Oct-0t 100% Mo Monitoring Plan}. For some areas
of herbaceous cover fhat are less
Second 100" ~95% coverage than 100%, the areas had smal
Third 100° ~85% coverage patches {less than one square foot}
Herbaceous cover appears {0 be
closing in, except under canopy
First 100" ~00% coverage specfmqns {which is allowed under
6 6A. 7. BA 100% No Monitoring Plan}. For some areas
e of herbaceous cover that are less
June/ than 100%, the areas had paiches
Oct-0t Second 100' ~95% coverage that might be bare as a result of
Third 100 ~985% coverage poor soil conditions
5/04 Herbaceous cover appears (o be
a closing in, except under canopy
2008 First 100" ~95% coverage specimens (which is allowed under
8,9, 9A, 1 Monitoring Plan). For some areas
f1A S 100% e of herbaceous cover that are less
Second 100' ~80% coverage than 100%, the areas had bare
Third 100" ~95% coverage patches of soll that might be bare as|
Fourih 100’ ~85% coverage a result of poor soit
First 100" ~B5% coverage
12 May/Oct 02 100% Second 100" ~80% coverage No
Third 100" ~80% coverage
Some lessening of herbaceous
13| May/Oct 02 100% ~85% coverage No ;‘::i;"gig‘;fsmvv’zziy”f;g1‘:;':
this is a winter related phenomeana.
Some lessening of herbaceous
coverage over pravious year, will
ik REle U ST e check in August to verify whether
this Is a winter retated phenomena,
15 May-02 f00% - -
g QOct-02 100% ~85% coverage No
i7 0Ocl-02 100% ~80% coverage No
First 100’ ~85% coverage
Second 100’ ~f00% coverage
Third 100° ~95% coverage Herbaceous cover almost meets the
4B Jun-0t f00% Mo performance standard. No
ounRR00S=R00%Icovaage significant bare areas.
Fifth 100" ~100% coverage
Sixth 100° 85% coverage
Herbaceous cover appears to be
closing in, excepl under canopy
First 100" ~50% coverage specimens (which is atiowed under
10 Oct-01 100% No Montoring Plan). For areas of
herbaceous cover that are less than
Second 100" ~85% coverage 100%, the bare spots were smait
Third 100’ ~80% coverage {less than one square fool)
Herbaceous cover almost meels the
First 100" ~85% coverage performance standard. Only
6. 6A.7,8A  June/ 100% No significant bare areas appear o be
Oct-01 Second 100 ~100% coverage associated with recent construction
Third 100" ~100% coverage at first section of this planting area.
il First 100 -100% coverage Herbaceous cover almost mests the
s a5
20087 18,9, 8 T octor 100% Secandiions NokIcoverens No performance standard. No
Third 100° ~95% coverage significant bare areas.
First 100" ~85% coverage Herbaceous cover almaost meets thel
12 May/Oct 02 100% Second 100" ~95% coverage No performance standard. No
Third 100" ~100% coverage significant bare areas.
Herbaceous cover almost meels the
13 May/Oct 02 100% ~85% coverage Ne performnance standard, No
significant bare areas.
Herbaceous cover almost mests the
t4 Oct-02 100% ~35% coverage No performance standard. No
significant bare argas.____ ]
Herbaceous cover aimost meets the
18 May-02 100% ~85% coverage No performance standard, No
significant bare areas,
Herbaceous cover almost meels thej
& Oct-02 100% ~85% coverage No performance standard, No
significant bare areas.
7 Oct-02 100% {00% coverage Yes
Notes:

& Joint GE/NRD Trustee Monitoring Event
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TABLE 27
RESULTS OF INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING SURVEYS
[ ]
[ 2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
| UPPER 1/2-MILE OF THE HOUSATORNIC RIVER
- GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPARY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
S ] TAe o T B
i Date F 1 Results
.. ] e " [Percent invaave
4 May-00 bmerswcfet purple !Qofesfnfe, common muliein,
2 May-00 < 5% bittersweet, buckthom, Norway maple, winged
guonymus
8/23 3 May-00 < 5% bittersweet, Morrow's hgneysuckie, purple
2001 foosestrife
bittersweet, Japanese barberry, Morrow's
4. Celt G1 Oct-00 < 5% honeysuckie, bittersweet nightshade, Norway
maple, buckthom
o lap knotweed, bi et, Jap:
5 Oat-00 <5 barberry, purple loosesrife
First 100" <5%
o o Second 100° <5% buckthorn, bittersweet, Japanese barberry,
u LA St Third 100° <5% gadic mustard
Final 60" <5%
2 May-00 <5% Approximatety 5% bittersweet, buckthom, Morrow's honeysuckle,
Norway Mapis, cypress spurge
3 May-00 < 5% Approximatety 10% bittersweet, buckthorn, Morrow’s honeysuckle,
CYpress spurge
First 100" ~15% . N
e e e buming bush, multiflora rose. Norway mapte,
4A Oct-00 <5% Second 100" ~10% g
Tnird 1507 <5% Morrow's honeysuckle, buckthom
B First 100° <10%
5/20 Second 100" <10%
1 2002° 48 Jun-0t < 5% Third 100 <10% Norway mapte, bittersweet and garlic mustard
Fourth 100" 0%
Fifth 100° 0%
10 QOct-01 < 5% <5% None noted
- o - 5 d, Morrow's honeysuckle,
‘[ g S SO0 SR buckthom, bitterswest, multifiora rose
U AT Jumet <5% <5% burning bush, garlic mustard, buckthom
First 100" <5%
8, 9, A, Second 100" <5%
11 | osor <5% Third 100" <5% et
! Fourth 100" <5%
Fifth 100" <5%
First 100" ~5%
o o Second 100" ~5% buckthorn, bittersweet, gardic mustard, purple
! May-00 < 5% Third 100° 5% toosestrife
Final 60° ~5%
2 May-00 < 5% ~10% Cypress spurge
3 May-00 < 5% 5% bittersweet, buckthom, Morfow's honeysuckle,
GYpress spurge
First 100 ~5% N ’
k! 1
4A Oct-00 < 5% Second 100 ~6% Morro‘g:{;z&vi:)issuecs‘i;ébléiki‘renz;n; bl:ue;swee B
Third 100 ~5% e ——
813 First 100" ~5%
5 o Second 100' ~5% Norway maple. purpie loosestrife, bittersweet
2002 48 ST S0 Third 100" ~5% and garfic mustard,
Fourth 170' <5%
10 Oct-01 < 5% ~5% Purpte loosestrife
Japanese knotweed, Morrow's honeysuckle,
¥ < 5% -
. e % 5% buckthom, bittersweet
6,8A.7, June/ = First 100 ~5% . .
Y
8A Ockot 5% Second 100 <55 garlic mustard, bitlersweet
First 100" <5%
8,9, 8A, - Second 100" <5% purpte toosestrife, bittersweet, garic mustard,
QOct-01 < 5% .
1A Third 100" ~5% Cypress spurge
Fourth 100" <5%
First 100° ~5%
Second 100" ~7% .
May-00 < 5%
1 ay-0 A Trird 100" ~5% bittersweet, garic mustard
Finat 60" <5%
2 May-00 < 5% ~10% Cypress spurge, bittersweet, gardic mustard
3 May-00 < 5% ~10% bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic mustard
First 100°~10%
4A QOct-00 < 5% Second 100' ~7% bittersweet, cypress spurge, gardic mustard
Third 100" <5%
First 100° ~10%
Second 100" ~7%
Third 100" <5% 7 "
- < 5% t it
4B Jun-01 3 Founh 1707 <5% bittersweet and gartic mustard
Fifth 100" <5%
Sixth 100" <5%
First 100° <5%
5128 10 Oct-01 < 5% Secand 100" »5% pittersweet and gariic mustard
Third 100’ ~5%
2003°
) ¥ d, Morrow's h kie
o o 7Y d, ¥ g
. — < 5% U barberry, bittersweat
First 100° ~5%
6,64, 7, June/ Secend 100" <5% . .
an Oek01 < 5% Trid 10 garic mustard, bittersweet
Fourth 100" ~5%
First 100" <5%
8,8 9A Second 100" >5% " :
I - bitt
11, 1A Oct-01 < 5% Trird 100 S5% ittersweet, gartic mustard, cypress spurge
Fourth 100' >5%
& First 100° <5% 9 )
Y i d
12 May/Oct 02 <5% S oo gartic mustard, bittersweet
13 May/Oct 02 <5% >5% garic mustand, bittersweet
14 QOct-02 <5% <5% garfic mustard, bittersweat
15 May-02 <5% >5% garfic mustard, bittersweet
18 oa-02 <5% >5% gartic mustard, bittersweet
| 17 Oct02 <5% >5% garic mustard, bitersweet
7
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TABLE 27

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

RESULTS OF INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING SURVEYS

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

First 100" <5%

Second 100° <§%

1 May-00 < 5% Trvd 106 <59 Yes garlic mustard
Final 80' <5%
2 May-00 < 5% <5% Yes cypress spurge, buckthom
3 May-00 <5% ~5-10% No Cypress spurge, buckthom
First 100" <5%
4A Oct-00 < 5% Second 100' <5% Yes bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic mustard
Third 100" <5%
First 100" <5%
Second 100 <5%
48 Jun-0t < 5% Fzyzj:fh110700'<<5:‘:°/o Yes purple ioosestrife
Fifth 100" <5%
Sixth 100' <5%
ez First 100" <5%
2003° 10 Oct-01 < 5% Second 100 <5% Yes bittersweet and garlic mustard
Third 100" <5%
5 Jun-01 <5% <5% Yes Japanese knotweed, bittersweet
6.6A. 7 June/ First 100' ~5 - 10% . ) )
“8a Oct-05 < 5% Second 100" <5% No, in part garfic mustard, bittersweet
Third 100’ <5%
8.9, 9A, First 100" <5% . ) .
1’( ‘!1Av oa-01 < 5% Second 100" <5% No, in part biltersweet, garlic mustard, cypress spurge
: Third 100" ~5-10%
12| Mayioct 02 <5% SIS0 o Yes garfic mustard, bittersweet
13 May/Oct 02 <5% <5% Yes garfic mustard, bittersweet
14 Oct-02 < 5% <5% Yes gqarfic mustard, bittersweet
15 May-02 <5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, bitlersweet
18 Qet-02 <5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, bitlersweet
17 Oct-02 <5% <5% Yes gartic mustard, bittersweet
First 100" <5%
Second 100" <5%
Third 100" <5% Gartic mustard, cypress spurge, Japanese
48 Jun01 5% Fousth 170 <5% Yes Knotweed, bittersweet
Fifth 100" <5%
Sixth 100" <5%
First 100" <5%
10 -0t < 5% Second 100" <5% Yes Bittersweet and gardic mustard
Third 100" <5%
6 6A.7 Junef First 100°~5 - 10% . i !
: BA. ! Qet-0t < 5% Second 100’ <5% No, in part Garlic mustard, bittersweet
524 Third 100° <5%
2004* First 100" <5%
B“‘g'i':‘ Qct-01 < 5% s?(i?rrc;d110‘())“)<;;% No, in part Bittersweet, garic mustard, cypress spurge
Fourth 100" ~5-10%
First 100" ~5 . }
42 May/Ocl 02 < 5% Second 1007 =% No, in part Garic mustard, bittersweet, honeysuckle,
Thid 160 <5% cypress spurge
13 May/Oct 02 < 5% ~5-10% No Garfic mustard, bittersweet
14 Oct-02 <5% <5% Yes Gadic mustard, bittersweet
15 May-02 <5% - - Gadic musiard, bittersweet
16 Qct-02 < 5% <5% Yes Garlic mustard, Japanese knotweed
17 Oct-02 < 5% <5% Yes Bittersweet
First 100" <5%
Second 100’ <5%
48 Jun-0t < 5% ;}'3"‘1 110700'25;"/ Yes Buckthom, purple loosestrife
o
Fifth 100" <5%
Sixth 100" <5%
First 100" <5%
10 Oct-0t < 5% Second 100" <5% Yas Purple loosestrife
Third 100’ <5%
6.6A.T June/ First 100' <5% )
8117 Tea ] Qo0 <5% Second 100' <5% Yes Purple loosestrife, bittersweet
2004° Third 100 <5%
First 100" <5% N "
8,8 9A, Oct-01 < 5% Second 1057 <59 Yes Purple loosestrife, cypress spurge, multi-flora
1A Third 100 <55 rose, Norway maple
First 100" <5%
12 May/Qct 02 < 5% Second 100' <5% Yes Purple foosestrife, cypress spurge
Third 100 <5%
13 May/Qct 02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrfe, biltersweet, muftiftora rose
14 Qct-02 <5% <5% Yes
15 May-02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
16 Qct-02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
17 Qct-02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loossesirife
Notes:

a, Joint GE/Trustes monHoring evenl
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TABLE 3-1
RESTORED BANK EROSION INSPECTION SUMMARY

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH REMOVAL ACTION MONITORING
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Areas with Measurable Erosion

1 - North bank of river, directly Erosion of soil. Non-remediated bank area. No <1 ¢y Place additional rip rap, topsoil, and seed sufficient to cover
behind Building 61 evidence of eroded soil in River. eroded areas. Reposition hay bales, as appropriate.

2 - South bank of river, adjacent |Erosion of scil. Non-remediated bank area. No <0.5cy Place additional topsoil and seed sufficient to cover eroded
to Newell Street parking lot evidence of eroded soil in River. areas. Divert runoff to adjacent paved swale.

3 - South bank of river, adjacent |Erosion of soil. Remediated bank area. No <0.5cy Place additional topsoil and seed sufficient to cover eroded
to the {talian American Club evidence of eroded soil in River. areas.

property

Key:

cy = cubic yard

VIAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\
01551550 Tables.xis - Table 3-1 Page 1 of 1 1/31/2005



TABLE 4-1
AQUATIC HABITAT ENHANCEMENT STRUCTURES INSPECTION SUMMARY

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 72-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

General weather observations: Cloudy, temperature approximately 72°, occasional rain showers

Approximate Start Time: 0900

Daily stream flow at time of monitoring (based on USGS Station #01197000, Coltsville, MA): 54 cfs

General observations: Because of the ponding effect from the Elm Street dam erected by the EPA as part of the 1 ¥%-Mile Reach Remedial Action, water levels were high,
especially at the downstream end of the Upper ¥.-Mile Reach. Additionally, water was very turbid, making underwater observations difficult.

Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
Little observed
variation in current, e . Interior sections of .
Single wing water velocity 22 in depth Oﬁ point Sagittania latifolia deflector ~50% Wgody debris was
B of deflector, ~ 1" in None observed . . ; . being trapped by
deflectors apparently below the depth over deflector Vallisneria americana covered in deflector
lower limit of the P sediments
velocity meter
Little observed , . . Armor stone at
variation in current, 2't0 2.6'in depth in surface of
C Three-boulder water velocity ggg!tdzfruspasrtsig; th None observed None observed streambed just None
cluster apparently below the ’ P upstream of cluster;
o downstream of .
lower limit of the downstream boulder no sediment
velocity meter deposition
Little observed ~2'102.8' in depth L:Sol?/g?ego\:/?gwlevtzlyetation Depositional area
variation in current, upstream of boulder line | One caddis fly larva . ; g : p Boulders near island
. : - ; . including Polygonum covered by . S
c Istand & water velocity edging the island; (Order Trichoptera) ennsylvanicum silts/sand between are causing scouring in
Boulders apparently below the | second boulder in line seen on armor stone | ~ y o ) the immediate area;
lower limit of the mostly covered with soft | upstream of island PPolygonum amp hibium, | island and northern good cover
velocity meter silt/sand Lythrum salicaria, and bank
y Verbena hastata
Little observed
Three boulders variation in current,
at border of Cell | water velocity ~ 1.5 to 2.2' of water .
C D and DNAPL apparently below the | over last boulder None observed None observed No issues noted None
Cell lower limit of the

velocity meter

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Haif_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\01551550Tbi4-1 doc
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TABLE 441
AQUATIC HABITAT ENHANCEMENT STRUCTURES INSPECTION SUMMARY

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER %:-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
Three-boulder Unable to find boulder
D cluster at - - - - - cluster due to water
upstream edge depth and turbidity
of cell
Little observed
variation in gurrent, Collecting woody
G1 Three-boulder water velocity ~17t028 None observed None observed No issues noted debris; appears to be
cluster apparently below the ood habitat feature
fower limit of the g ‘
velocity meter
Only about 15 to 25%
Little observed of the weir is still
variation in current, visible, the remainder
. water velocity ) . . is buried in soft
G2/F2 | W-weir apparently below the ~17t028 None observed None observed No issues noted silt/sand: portion that is
lower limit of the present appears to
velocity meter offer good cover for
aquatic organisms
Unable to find boulder
G3 Iltzjrseti;boulder - - - - - cluster due to water
depth and turbidity
Little observed
:’MZQZ‘:“;;;”C;?;’” ent, Good habitat,
G3/F3 Single boulder ~17t028 None observed None observed No issues noted producing apparent
apparently below the A X
S variation in velocity
fower limit of the
velocity meter
Three-boulder
F3 cluster; _ B B _ _ Water was too deep to
upstream assess this feature
section of cell
Fa I;ggtss%?sé!e B B B _ _ Water was too deep to

of cell

assess this feature

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\01551550Tbl4-1 doc
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TABLE 4-1
AQUATIC HABITAT ENHANCEMENT STRUCTURES INSPECTION SUMMARY

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER %:-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
Three-boulder
F3 cluster; _ _ _ __ R Water was too deep to
downstream assess this feature
section of cell
Water was too deep to
assess this feature
11131 Vortex weir -- ~15t04 -- - - fully; only 2 boulders
adjacent to northern
bank were found
H1 Boulder cluster -- - - - - Water was too deep to
assess this feature
Ho Single boulder _ . _ ~ _ Water was too deep to
assess this feature
Two-bould
J1 C;Z;gf Lé elirw . . R _ _ Water was too deep to
vortex ;fveir assess this feature
Three-bould
1| cluster, center . B, - . . Water was oo deep to
of cell ' assess this feature
1 Sé,r\‘,%z-(?:::gen B 3 3 3 N Water was too deep to
section of cell assess this feature
Little observed
variation in current, Armor stone was
*J"- boulder water velocity ey , 1 crayfish (Order i .
J2 formation apparently below the 221035 Decapoda) observed ) :gg;;:?\tfsmgsﬂenn?ed None
lower limit of the P
velocity meter
. . Unable to find deflector
13 S;%%‘g{gmg - -- -- - -- due to water depth and
turbidity
Boulder cluster: 1 boulder above water;
53 upstream of ' __ _ _ B _ otherwise water was

weir

too deep to assess this
feature

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\01551550Tbi4-1.doc
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TABLE 4-1
AQUATIC HABITAT ENHANCEMENT STRUCTURES INSPECTION SUMMARY

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER "2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Cell

Aquatic
Structure

Variations in
Current Velocity

Variations in
Streambed Depth

Number of Different
Aquatic Biota

Aquatic Macrophytes
Present

Condition of Armor
Stone Layer

General Notes

13/J3

Vortex rock weir

Water was too deep to
assess this feature

J3

Three-boulder
cluster,
downstream of
weir

Water was too deep to
assess this feature

J3

Three-boulder
cluster; center
of cell

Water was too deep to
assess this feature

J3

Single boulder;
just upstream of
Lyman Street
bridge

Water was too deep to
assess this feature

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\01551550Tbi4-1.doc
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TABLE 5-1
WATER COLUMN MONITORING

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
(Results are presented in parts per million, ppm)

Sample 1D:
‘Sample Location:
_ ite Collected:
i : ~’Sampling Event:
PCBs-Unfiltered
Total PCBs ND(0.0000220) ! ND(0.0000220) ! ND(0.0000220) | ND(0.0000220) 0.0000340 0.000174
PCBs-Filtered
Total PCBs ND(0.0000220) | ND(0.0000220) ] ND(0.0000220) | ND(0.0000220) ND(0.0000220) ND(0.0000220)
Conventional Parameters
Particulate Organic Carbon 0.49 0.37 NA NA NA NA
Total Suspended Solids 1.90 1.60 4.50 4.10 122 138
Chlorophyll (a) NA* NA* NA NA NA NA
Field Measurements
Conductivity (mS/cm) 0.498 0.510 0.227 0.230 .205 0.257
pH (Standard Units) 7.90 7.83 7.06 6.70 7.52 7.64
Sample Depth (m) 0.19 0.40 0.87 1.14 2.5 2.8
Turbidity (ntu) 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 90 136
Water Temperature (°C) 22.0 21.9 6.0 6.1 1.67 2.14

Notes:

1. Samples were collected by Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. and submitted to Northeast Analytical, Inc. and/or Aquatec Biological Sciences, for analysis of filtered and unfiltered PCBs,
total suspended solids (TSS), particulate organic carbon (POC), and chlorophyll (a).
2. Sampling methods involved the collection of composite grab samples at each location, representative of three stations (25, 50, and 75 percent of the total river width at each
location) at 50 percent of the total river depth at each station. Reported sample depth is the average of the three depths at the composite sample locations,

R

NA - Not Analyzed/Measured.

ND - Analyte was not detected. The number in parentheses is the associated detection limit.
* - Analysis cancelled because cooler arrived at laboratory at 18.9 degrees C.
High-flow-event water column samples were not collected in 2004.

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\01551550Tables.xis
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TABLE 6-1
SUMMARY OF FUTURE POST-CONSTRUCTION MONITORING ACTIVITIES'

2004 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
UPPER 1/2-MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

e Yeanitolbe Performed - an -
| 42006° - | 2007 |- 20087

IS e “UiCor (e
s c | L Consists of periodic sampling (i.e., one year after cap placement, and at the
ediment Cap Isoation Layer — - Year 5-7° = — end of the initial five-year period after cap placement) of the isolation layer

(CAP-MON-1 through CAR-MON-8) at select locations along the Upper 1/2-Mile Reach,

Visual inspection and photographs following first ice-out and high water
Armor Stone Layer Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 -— —- condition (i.e., a flow of 440 cfs or greater) during low flow conditions
(includes inspection of rip rap along toe of slope)

Aduiatic Habitat Erancement Stiuctires Vaar s Year 4 Year § . . Vnsua_I_ inspection to be pedprmed in the summer during a period of low-flow
condition on an annual basis for five years.

Sampling to consist of 39 grab samples, collected at the lacations identified

4 4 = - ¥ . .
Restored Sediments 8ars in the Upper 1/2-Mile Work Plan. See note 3 for additional information.

Visual inspection of the cleared and restored bank areas for signs of
Cleared and Restored Bank Soil Areas Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - erosian on a semi-annual basis during the first year and on an annual basis
in years 2 through 5.

Restored Bank Vegetation®

Planting Areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 Year 5 == Year 7 =T == Consists of 2 visits during each of the first three years after planting, and an
annual visit during the fifth and seventh years after planting. In each of the

Planting Areas 4B, 6, 7, 8, BA, 9, 9A, 10, 11, and 11A — Year 5 — Year7 e first three years, visits are conducted in the late spring after the first leaf
flush (May/June) and in the summer (July/August). The single visit in the

Planting Areas 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 Year 3 . Vears . Year7 fifth and seventh year will be conducted in the summer (July/August).

Consists of sampling performed three times annually (high flow, storm flow,
Water Calumn Monitoring Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 - - and low flow) for the first five years at the Newell and Lyman Street
sampling locations.

Notes:

1. Please refer to the Removal Action Work Plan - Upper 1/2-Mile Reach of Housatonic River (Upper 1/2-Mile Work Plan; BBL, August 1999) for additional details.

2. EPA and EOEA shall be notified at least one week prior to conducting monitoring activities.

EPA contact is Dean Tagliaferro: (413) 236-0969
EOEA contact is Dale Young: (413) 447-9771
GE contact is Andy Silfer: (413) 494-3561

3. To consolidate sampling efforts, GE proposed, and EPA concurred, that 5-year monitoring for all isolation layer locations would be performed in 2007.

4. GE will conduct three rounds of periodic sampling of the restored sediments at five-year intervals, beginning five-years after completion of construction on the sediment
removal/replacement activities. As indicated in the above table, the first sampling round will occur in 2007. The second and third round of sampling is anticipated to
be performed in 2012 and 2017. Sampling shall be performed in accordance with the Upper 1/2-Mile Work Plan.

5. Unless otherwise indicated by GE, AMEC will be responsible for the coordination and performance of monitoring associated with the restored bank vegetation.

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\ Page 1 of 1
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Standard Operating Procedure for Riverbank Vegetation
Monitoring

The General Flectric Company {GE) and the Massachusetts NRD Trustees (NRD Trustees) agreed to an
approach to the restored bank vegetation monitoring methodology for the Upper 2-Mile Reach of the
Housatonic River that was utilized in 2001 and refined for use in 2002. From these earlier monitoring
methodologies a detailed approach to the monitoring program was created and utilized in 2003 as described

below.

1. The monitoring team is to include representatives of GE and representatives of NRD Trustees. The team
will assemble at the onsite construction trailer, or similar central location, on the day of the inspection in
order to coordinate activities and cover any 1ssues.

2. The stem count is to be performed; and data recorded, by GE. The representative for the NRD Trustees
will observe to ensure the accuracy of the count. Specifically, the NRID’s Trustees representative will:
ensure agreement over species identification, assist with the determination of stressed species, assist with
the identification of invasive plant species, assist with the determunation of percent herbaceous and
invasive cover, and advise on other technical issues as required. The certified arborist will assist in the
assessment of the apparent health and vigor of instatled plants. Copies of all data sheets will be provided
to the NRD Trustee’s representative at the conclusion of the monitoring event. The identification of all
parties involved in an inspection event will be made in the results section of the report.

In general, the planting areas will be inspected beginning with the furthest upstream on the north side of
the Housatonic River (planting area 15 and will proceed downstream. Once the north side of the river
has been inspected, the monitoring team will move to the most upstream planting area on the south side
of the Housatonic River (planting area 5) and proceed downstreant.

(e

If the inspection 1s being held in the spring, only planting areas planted up to the fall of the previous year
will be inspected. Simuilarly, if the inspection 1s being held in the summer, only the planting arcas
planted up to the fall of the previous year will be inspected.

:l::;

5. As a means of streamlining the inspection process, an agreement was made between GE and the NRD
Trustee’s representative concluding that planting areas 6, 64, 7, and 8A would be inspected as a single
unit and planting areas 8, 9, 94, 11, and 11A would be inspected as a single unit. An easily identifiable
landmark was noted as the boundary between these two composite arcas. An easily identifiable
landmark was also noted as the boundary between planting areas 4A and 4B,

6. Where the hinear distance of the planting area exceeds 100 feet, the planting area will be divided into
sections of 100 feet or shorier to increase the accuracy of the count. As of this date, that includes
planting areas 1, 4A, 4B, composite planting area 6, 6A, 7, and 8A, and composite planting area 8, 9, 9A,
11, and 11A.

=

Where the riverbank width (slope length) 1s greater than 25 feet, and/or the density and height of
vegetation obscures the observer’s vision to clearly sce the entire riverbank slope, a line or tape will be
used to divide the bank into upper and lower bank areas to increase the accuracy of the count.
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‘be included 1n the tally.

The arcas of plantiing will be monitored by slowly walking from one end of a specific planting area to the
other. As the team walks through an area, the counter will visually note the number of planted trees,
\hrubs and vines based on observation of stems, as well as the number of resprouts of species consistent
with those planted species. After the woody plants have been inspected in an area, the team will stop and
estimate herbaceous cover and percent coverage of invasive species. The recorder will take down the
inspection information as the team proceeds through a given planting area.

The recorder will keep the tally of results on a field datasheet developed by GE for the monitoring
program. On the tally sheet, woody vegetation will be listed as either hive (either stressed or unstressed)
or dead. Any additional general observations of the planting area will also be reported on the tally sheet.

The decision as to whether some specimens are stressed will be based on visnal observation of the plant
and the agreed judgment of the two observers (representatives of GE and the NRD Trustees); however,
to meet performance criteria, replanting needs are to be based on the number of dead specimens or those
missing from the final count for a particular species. Stressed plants are still alive, but physical
mdicators such as leaf wilt, nutrient deficiency, bug infestation, die back, herbicide injury, and animal
damage {(e.g., woodchuck) may represent evidence of diminished vigor. Plants are also to be considered
stressed if they are reduced m height (less than four feet for trees, though the plant may be a stump
sprout following topping of the planted specimen from herbivorous activity or other action). Non-
stressed plants show very limited signs of these stress indicators (<5%) and are growing vigorously as
determined by the certified arborist based on such characteristic as annual growth, leaf color, stem
integrity, and fruit and flower production.

For the Red-osier dogwood band, it was deterrmined that the ability to count individual stems was made
problematic by the multple-stem nature of the developing plant. Therefore, it has been decided that
performance determination for the band would be made by visually determining, based on best
professional judgment of the observers, whether the band in a planting area appears to meet the 4-foot
on-center planting scheme. Areas of the band that were noted as not meeting the 4-foot on-center
planting scheme were measured, and identified as to location, then noted on the tally sheets

Stump resprouts from trees and shrubs cut during clearing or cut by herbivorous actions are counted in
the live-but-stressed column. 1f the stump has multiple resprouts, it is still counted as a single specimen.

Canopy and understory stump resprouts from specimens cut during clearing activities are only to be
counted as part of the tally if the stump was one of th species that was listed in the planting plan.
However, if the specimen is a different species, it will be noted on the tally sheets for information
purposes.

Aerial herbaceous cover will be determined by walking through each planting area {or 100-foot section)
and visually estimating the total cover to the nearest 5%. For riverbank areas that are predominately
covered by vegetation, estimating the percentage of bare ground first, and then subtracting that from
100% most accurately determines herbaceous cover. Litter is considered to be bare ground. Minor gaps
between herbaceous plant branches and the bare soil (mulch) beneath trees and shrubs are not counted as
bare ground. Determination of the percentage of open/bare ground in a planting area will be made based
on visual observation using best professional judgment of the two observers; agreement on the
percentage is to be reached before the value is noted on the tally sheet.
In addition 1o herbaceous coverage, an estimation of the e pet reentage of sigmﬁ" nt areas of bare soil will
This 15 a qualitative assessment based on best profes udfmiom of those




significant areas of bare soil in which there 1s no plant growth of any kind. This 1s not intended to assess
bare ground between individual plant stems, but large (>15-20 square feet) areas where herbaceous
growth does not occur.

A determination of the percentage of mvasive species will be made based on visual observation using the
best professional judgment of the two obscrvers, with agreement of the percentage to be re ‘h d before
the value is noted on the tally sheet. Identification of the dominate invasive species in a given area will

also be noted on the tally sheets. Areas of invasive species will be flagged if necessary to facilitate
remediation.
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August 6, 2004

Dean Tagliaferro

On-Scene Coordinator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
¢/o Weston Environmental Engineering
One Lyman Street

Pittsfield, MA 01201

Re: GE Pittsfield/Housatonic River Site
Upper %:-Mile Reach Removal Action (GECD800)
Bank Erosion Inspection (Spring 2004)

Dear Mr. Tagliaferro:

Consistent with requirements set forth in the final Removal Action Work Plan — Upper 2-Mile
Reach of Housatonic River (Work Plan) (Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. [BBL], August 1999), GE
has performed monitoring activities for the restored banks of the Upper /2 Mile Reach to assess
both the cleared and restored areas for evidence of erosion. This monitoring event (spring 2004)
occurred on June 22, 2004 with representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and BBL. The following people performed the inspection:

e Bill Stack, Woodlot Alternatives Inc. (EPA); and
e Bruce Eulian, BBL.

This trip report has been prepared following the spring 2004 bank erosion monitoring event to
allow for response activities to be performed within a reasonable time period after completion of
the bank monitoring event. During the bank monitoring event, three areas were identified with
evidence of measurable erosion. These three areas are represented on Figure 1.

In addition, in accordance with requirements of the Work Plan, GE has identified, to the extent
practicable, the likely cause of erosion and evaluated the source, dispersal, and quantity, if any, of
eroded soil in the River. Where necessary and feasible, GE has developed proposed measures for
removal of the eroded material from the River. This evaluation and GE’s proposed measures to
replace/restore the eroded areas to the previous restoration conditions and to reduce the potential
for future erosion (if appropriate) are provided below, and are summarized in Table 1.

Areas with Measurable Erosion

During the June 22, 2004 bank inspection, a measurable loss of bank soil was noted at
three areas. These areas are identified as Areas 1, 2, and 3 on Figure 1. At the time of
the inspection, flow in the river was approximately 32 cubic feet per second (cfs), as
measured at USGS River Guage Station No. 0118700 on the East Branch of the
Housatonic River in Coltsville, MA. Descriptions of the areas, along with the proposed
response action, are presented below.

Area 1 — Less than 1.0 cubic yards (cy) of soil appears to have eroded into the River from
within Planting Area 12 on the northern bank directly behind Building 61 (see Figure 1,
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Photos 1 and 2). The source of eroded material appears to be native material from near
the top of the bank. Area 1 is within a non-remediated bank area. The cause of erosion
appears to be concentrated surface runoff from parking lots and access roads behind
Building 61, which has apparently caused relatively large rills (3-feet wide by 4-feet
long) to form near the top-of-bank. Additionally, small sink holes have formed upstream
of the rill area. As an apparent interim measure, hay bales were placed at the top-of-
bank, but their placement appears to have been ineffective in diverting runoff. No
evidence of eroded soil was observed in the adjacent River and, therefore, no removal
activities are planned at this location. To reduce potential for future erosion in this area,
the haybales will be repositioned, as appropriate, and suitably sized rip rap will be placed
over the affected area. Additionally, minor amounts of topsoil and seed will be placed at
the toe of this new riprap to protect this area from future erosion during runoff events. It
is not anticipated that additional erosion will occur following installation of the rip rap.

Area 2 — Less than 0.5 cy of soil appears to have eroded into the River from within
Planting Area 9 on the southern bank adjacent to the Newell St. parking lot (see Figure 1,
Photo 3). The source of eroded material appears to be native material from near the top-
of-bank. Area 2 is within a non-remediated bank area. Concentrated surface runoff
discharging from the parking lot appears to have created a relatively small rill (0.5-feet
wide by 4-feet long) near the top-of-bank. No evidence of eroded soil was observed in
the adjacent River and, therefore, no removal activities are planned at this location. To
reduce potential for future erosion in this area, runoff waters will be re-directed to a
nearby paved swale. The rill area will be backfilled with topsoil and reseeded and
mulched to protect against future erosion.

Area 3 — Less than 0.5 cy of soil appears to have eroded into the River from within
Planting Area 6A on the southern bank adjacent to the Jtalian American Club property
(see Figure 1, Photo 4). The source of eroded material appears to have been clean
backfill from near the top-of-bank. Area 3 is within a former remediation area that was
addressed in the fall of 2003. It appears that surface runoff had been flowing through a
small gap under a silt fence at the ltalian American Club property. This concentrated
flow appears to have created a relatively small rill (2-feet square) near the top-of-bank.
No evidence of eroded soil was observed in the adjacent River and, therefore, no removal
activities are planned at this location. To reduce the potential for future erosion, the rill
area will backfilled with topsoil, and the backfilled area reseeded and mulched.

GE will continue to conduct inspections in accordance with the requirements of the work plan.
The remaining schedule for bank erosion inspections includes annual inspections to be performed
in 2005 through 2007. If signs of erosion are observed during these inspections, GE will propose
measures to address the areas and minimize future erosion.
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Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Andrew T. Silfer, P.E.
GE Project Coordinator

Attachments

ce: T. Angus, MDEP
R. Bell, DEP
J. Bieke, Shea & Gardner*
M. Carroll, GE
T. Conway, EPA*
Mayor Hathaway, City of Pittsfield
C. Fredette, CDEP
R. Goff, USACE*
M. Gravelding, BBL*
S. Gutter, Sidley, Austin, Brown & Wood*
H. Inglis, EPA*
S. Messur, BBL*
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE*
D. Young, EOEA*
S. Steenstrup, DEP*
D. Jamros, Weston*
A. Weinberg, DEP
Public Information Repositories*

{* with attachments)

Ry
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Table 1

General Electric Company - Pittsfield Massachusetts
Upper 1/2-Mile Reach Removal Action Monitoring

Spring 2004 Bank Inspection Summary

Areas with Measurable Erosion

1 - North bank of river, directly Erosion of soil. Non-remediated bank area. No <1CY Place additional rip rap, topsoil, and seed sufficient to cover
behind Building 61 evidence of eroded soil in river. eroded areas. Reposition hay bales, as appropriate.

2 - South bank of river, adjacent |Erosion of soil. Non-remediated bank area. No <0.5CY Place additional topsoil and seed sufficient to cover eroded
to Newell St. parking lot evidence of eroded soil in river. areas. Divert runoff to adjacent paved swale.

3 - South bank of river, adjacent |Erosion of soil. Remediated bank area. No <0.5CY Place additional topsoil and seed sufficient to cover eroded
to the italian American Club evidence of eroded soil in river. areas.

property

Key:

CY = cubic yard
SY = square yard

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Annual Monitoring Report\
05041550Table1.xis Page 1 of 1 1/31/2005
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November 8, 2004

Mr. Dean Tagliaferro

US Environmental Protection Agency
c/o Roy Weston, Inc.

One Lyman Street

Pittsfield, MA 01201

Re: Trip Report - May 2004 Vegetation Monitoring (GECD800)
Dear Mr. Tagliaferro:

Enclosed please find a memorandum representing the trip report for the May 2004 vegetation monitoring
visit for the restored banks of the Upper ¥ Mile Reach of the Housatonic River.

Please call me with any questions.

Yours truly,

Andrew T, Silfer, P.E.
GE Project Coordinator

TLC/amm

Attachment

cc:  Susan Steenstrup, MDEP
Robert Bell, MDEP (without attachments)
Anna Symington, MDEP (without attachments)
Holly Inglis, USEPA
Tim Conway, USEPA
Rose Howell, USEPA
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE
R. Goff, USACE
Dale Young MA EOEA
Nancy Harper, MA AG (without attachments)
Dawn Jamros, Roy F. Weston
Mayor James Ruberto, City of Pittsfield
Michael Carroll, GE (without attachments)
Rod McLaren, GE (without attachments)
Stuart Messur, BBL
Mark Gravelding, BBL
James Bieke, Shea & Gardner
Public Information Repositories
GE Internal Repositories
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Andrew Silfer, P.E.
General Electric
FM: Charles R. Harman, P.W.S.

AMEC Earth & Environmental

CC: Mark Gravelding, P.E.
Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.

SUBJ: Trip Report;
May 2004 Monitoring Visit
Upper 2 Mile Restoration Project, Housatonic River
Pittsfield, Massachusetts

DATE: November &, 2004

As outlined in Section 9.2 of the Removal Action Work Plan — Upper % Mile Reach of
Housatonic River (BB&L, 1999), habitat restoration activities were implemented in those areas
where bank soils were excavated as part of the removal action and in areas that were cleared to
allow access for the removal activities. The ecorestoration techniques outlined in the work plan
are intended to restore the vegetative community in those disturbed riparian areas to a functional
value that exceeds that of the riparian habitat prior to the removal action.

As part of the habitat restoration process and specified in Section 11.6.2 of the Removal Action
Work Plan — Upper % Mile Reach of Housatonic River (BB&L, 1999), GE agreed to monitor
those areas that were restored to ensure the success and biological integrity of the intended
vegetative community. The monitoring program consists of two visits during each of the first
three years after planting, and an annual visit to be conducted during the fifth year and seventh
year after planting. In each of the first three years after planting, visits are conducted in the late
spring after the first leaf flush (May/June) and in the summer (July/August) to assess plant
survival. The single visit in the fifth year and seventh year after planting will be conducted in
the summer (July/August). In the event of a significant loss of plantings (greater than 1/4 acre),
the timing for monitoring will be restarted following actions to replant the lost trees or shrubs
(except in the case where a third party is responsible for growth failure).

An annual summary monitoring report is required to prepared documenting the results of that
year’s monitoring visits and the conditions of the restored areas within the Upper Y4-Mile Reach.
That report is to be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by January 31 of the
following year. Additionally, a trip report summarizing the findings of each monitoring visit is
to be submitted following the completion of each monitoring visit.

Page 1 of 1
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May 2004 Trip Report
Upper ¥ Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

This trip report is filed for the monitoring visit that was conducted on May 24, 2004. The results
of the visit are detailed in the attached tables.

1. Charles Harman of AMEC conducted the monitoring visit for GE and Michael R.
Chelminski was present for the NRD Trustees. Chris Frank of C. L. Frank &
Associates accompanied the monitoring party as the certified arborist.

2. As per the monitoring schedule, planting areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 were not
quantitatively monitored during this event, and will not be monitored until
July/August 2005. Planting areas 4B, 6, 7, 8, 8A, 9, 9A, 10, 11, 11A, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16 and 17 were evaluated during this monitoring event. Planting areas 6, 6A, 7, 8A
were inspected as one contiguous unit, as were planting areas 8, 9, 9A, 11, 11A. All
other planting areas were surveyed as distinct segments.

3. Planting areas 4B, 6, 7, §, 8A, 9, 9A, 10, 11 and 11A are in their third year of
monitoring. Planting areas 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 are in their second year of
monitoring.

4. The specific results of the monitoring visit are presented in attached tables. A
photographic log of the visit is also attached.

5. During the course of the monitoring inspection, it was observed that the water level
of the Housatonic was unusually high. The water level was several feet above
normal, resulting in the complete submergence of the dogwood band in many places
and the inundation of the lower segments of the bank. The reason for this event was
the downstream damming of the river by EPA to allow for remedial activities in the
1%4-mile stretch of the river.

6. Planting area 4B has excellent growth and development in its vegetative community.
In particular, box elders (12 to 15 feet in height) and black willows (10 to 15 feet in
heights) show strong growth. A positive variance was noted with the number of
canopy specimens. A negative variance was noted in understory specimens.
However, 34 understory specimens were planted in this area as a remedial measure
in October 2003 and the failure to apparently meet the performance criteria could
simply be the slow leafing of the newly planted specimens following winter. This
negative variance will be examined more closely in the summer monitoring event.
Performance criteria for red-osier dogwood and grape vines are being met. The
development of grape vine in planting area 4B is greatly aided by natural
recruitment. Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard with only
a few small bare patches outside the foliar area of the canopy specimens noted. The
performance standard for invasive species was also being met.

7.  While meeting the performance standards for canopy and understory specimens,
planting area 10 does not show the kind of excessive growth seen in planting area
4B. Both areas were planted in 2001, though area 4B was planted in May and area
10 was planted m October. Area 10 also meets the performance standard for

Page 2 of 2
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May 2004 Trip Report
Upper % Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

10.

11

invasive species. Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard with
only a few small bare patches outside the foliar area of the canopy specimens noted.
The performance standard for invasive species was also being met.

Planting areas 6, 6A, 7 and 8A met the performance standard for canopy specimens
(positive variance of 1). However, recent construction activities in the Newell Street
Area 1 Remedial Action Area (Newell 1 RAA) have resulted in the removal of a
number of canopy specimens. It is understood that canopy species will be replanted
as part of the Newell 1 RAA restoration activities in compensation for the specimens
lost. No understory patches were planted in these areas. The performance standard
for invasive species was met for part of these planting areas. The primary invasive
species to be addressed in these planting areas are garlic mustard and bittersweet.
Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard with only a few small
bare patches outside the foliar area of the canopy specimens noted. The performance
standard for invasive species was also being met.

Much of the lower section of planting areas 8, 9, 9A, 11, 11A were inundated
because of the high river level. Compost that was applied in October 2003 appears
to be seeding in well with herbaceous plants. These planting areas met the
performance criteria for canopy and understory species, as well as for red-osier
dogwood. While a grape patch was planned for planting area 9A, it was never
planted due to a lack of stock. However, a sufficient number of wild grapes have
colonized across this combination of planting areas to meet the performance
standard. The performance standard for invasive species was met for part of these
planting areas. The primary invasive species to be addressed in these planting areas
are bittersweet, garlic mustard and cypress spurge. Herbaceous coverage was close
to the performance standard with only a few small bare patches outside the foliar
area of the canopy specimens noted. The performance standard for invasive species
was also being met.

The canopy and understory species performance standard was met for planting area
12. The red-osier dogwood performance standard was also met. The grape vine
performance standard was not met. A more detailed survey of this planting area will
be made in the July/August monitoring event to identify whether sufficient number
of wild grapes have established to meet the performance standard. The performance
standard for invasive species was met for part of this planting area. The primary
invasive species to be addressed in this planting area are bittersweet, garlic mustard,
honeysuckle and cypress spurge. Herbaceous coverage did not meet the
performance standard.

The performance standards for canopy species, understory species and red-osier
dogwood for planting area 13 were met. The performance standard for invasive
species was not met. The primary invasive species to be addressed in this planting
area are bittersweet and garlic mustard. Herbaceous coverage did not meet the
performance standard. The herbaceous coverage was reduced from 2003. A more
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

detailed examination of this will occur during the July/August monitoring inspection
to determine if the decrease in herbaceous coverage was an overwinter phenomenon.

The performance standards for canopy species, understory species, red-osier
dogwood, grape vines and invasive species were all met for planting area 14.
Herbaceous coverage did not meet the performance standard. The herbaceous
coverage was reduced from 2003. A more detailed examination of this will occur
during the July/August monitoring inspection to determine if the decrease in
herbaceous coverage was an overwinter phenomenon.

The only metric to be evaluated in planting area 15 (the power line corridor) was
red-osier dogwood. A number of specimens appeared to be missing from this area.
However, because of the extremely high water level, it was difficult to tell whether
some plants were present, but just below the water surface.

Canopy species, red-osier dogwood, and invasive species performance standards
were met for planting area 16. An understory patch was not planted in this area.
The herbaceous cover performance standard was not met. A more detailed
examination of this will occur during the July/August monitoring inspection to
determine if the decrease in herbaceous coverage was an overwinter phenomenon.

Canopy species, red-osier dogwood, and invasive species performance standards
were met for planting area 17. An understory patch was not planted in this area.
The herbaceous cover performance standard was not met. A more detailed
examination of this will occur during the July/August monitoring inspection to
determine if the decrease in herbaceous coverage was an overwinter phenomenon.

Protective screens were placed around the canopy specimens in the fall of 2001.
These screens continue to provide good protection from herbivorous animals. Chris
Frank did recommend that the canopy specimens in most planting areas be either
pruned back or wired to prevent sway. Because of the growth patterns of the young
trees, several specimens have broken off part way up their trunks as a result of high
winds. The preferred alternative, pruning, would allow for a more extensive
development of the tree trunk, thereby prevent such loss of trees.

Invasive control activities are on going and being performed along the banks of the
entire Upper %2 Mile Reach.

The next monitoring visit is tentatively scheduled for August 16 and 17, 2004.
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VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half Mile\Reports and Presentations\May 2004 Trip Report\21241819Report.doc



TABLE 1
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER : MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens

Quantity ;
Performance Dead Variance Notes
Required eSt:ndard Non-stressed Stressed Total

Date Area Date Planted

May 00 ~ 210 168 7 139 13 sl SV g
‘May00 | 118 94 = 9N S e T e
May 00 34 - 97 i 8 gol e B T [
4, Cell Gl Oct 00 142 P RET g T R 12
5 | Oct00 06 e e TR 59

2 =Tl iy ble

B o G 2 3
=18 £
L+ 15 gh
+16 J

5/31
2001

L b [

| “May 00 210 G Ui g e R AT
&5 2 May 00 118 94 45 e iy 67
2001 3 May 00 34 R 1] R, L
4, Cell G1 Oct 00 © 142 114 = 5] g5 106
5 Qct 00 66 53 7 v UGSt AR o 760
| ' May 00 210 168 - 139 27 166
2 May 00 118 : 94 [ S Lo 5 020 TR RY
3 May 00 34 2T : 22 iy L
4A "~ Oct 00 AT U v . - | W IR T
3120 4B June 01 [ 256 205 RS 1 b ol 0 e T, o e I
2002 10 O O T e b e e o e [ 1 Mo o e S e Sl e Ty
5 cedune 01 Ty e i sy AP AR AR R 8
6,64, 7, 8AV . | June/OCt 01| LR i Segiie < a6 ik i el e ae [

sy R
L =27 k.

- 14 ]

o A S [
S T
SRS - .
R N
Lo . .
T 38 REIER
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TABLE 1

CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 72 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

{ S Target - - Liv ; .
E Date Area Date Planted Quan.tlt_v Pert‘urriance Slopitoring Connt = Live Specimens Dead Variance Notes
i Required Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 210 168 175 El AT 0. +10 m,n
2 May 00. 118 94 .90 5 L R [ o T T
3 May 00 34 27" 25 1 T 0 el
8/13 4A Oct 00 142 A 86 2 T A 0 26
2002' 4B June 01 256 205 201 i 202 0 a3
10 Oct 01 126 101 141 1 e e e S T
S June 01 66 7753 61 a2 64 0 11
6,6A, 7, 8A Tune/Oct 01 113 90 102 e 105 0 +15
Oct 01 95 76 159 T e T 0 +84 .
1 May 00 210 168 158 o o T T e g m,n
2 May 00 118 94 84 o) 84 50 -10 :
3 May 00 34 27 27 0 0T 0 00
4A Oct 00 142 Jidsr 89 T ) ) g
4B June 01 256" 205335 T 3 220 ik s +15
10 Oct 01 LR I6. S 124 3 A 127 0 +26
5/28/ 2 Jise - 66 R 32 e (AN BN T EE I athi
2003 6,6A, 7, BA June/Oct0l | . " 13 B 112 0k o L il T +22
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 95, 76 i 1630 SO e Q3 S+87
2% May/Oct 02 W34 T 107" O f [ 1134 i e o
13 May/Oct 02 70 56 76 0 : L R T
14 Oct 02 150 120 163 X BvE0 “+44
15 May 02 - - T = L b
16 Qct 02 Wi 6. 8 Ao S T e
17 Oct 02 26 21 b= =D Rt By e |
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CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION

UPPER 2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens .
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance Dead Variance Notes
Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 210 168 176 15| et R SR ‘m;n
2 May 00 118 94 76 e e T 0 SETE '
3 ‘May 00 34 7 27 0 S 270 0 R
4A 0Oct00 142 114 92 3 95 0 -19
4B June 01 256 205 243" 0 243 0 +38
10 Oct 01 126 101 115 12 47197 0 426
o/ 1/ 5 June 01 66 53 50 1 5] 0 20
2003 6,6A, 7, BA June/Oct 01 113 90 136 S 136. ] +46°
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 95 76 103 0 103 Q- +27
12 May/Oct 02 134 107 141 e B 0 434
13 May/Oct 02 70 56. 71 R e T T
14 Oct 02 150 120 138 07 14T | e g
15 May 02 - = = S e R
16 Oct 02 i 6 8 Qg O T e
17 Oct02 | 26 21 251 BT O S A BT
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TABLE 1
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
: Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens o
Date Area Date Planted guan.t mé Performance £ D Dead Variance Notes
equire Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
4B Jun-01 256 205 231 0 231 0 26
10 Oct-01 126 101 111 13 124 0 23
6, 6A,7, 8A June/Oct 01 113 90 90 1 91 0 1
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct-01 95 76 151 0 151 0 75

*5/24
2004 12 May/Oct 02 134 107 118 4 122 0 15

13 May/Oct 02 70 56 72 0 72 0 16

14 Oct-02 150 120 134 9 143 0 23

15 May-02 - - -

16 Oct-02 8 6 17 0 8 0 11

17 Oct-02 26 21 24 0 24 0 3

*Note: Canopy monitoring results for 5/24/2004 were not included in the original November 2004 submission of the May 2004 Vegetation
Inspection trip report. They are included here for completeness.

Notes on Canopy Surveys:

a. The stressed specimens were boxelder (5) and cottonwood (2).

b. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 2 black willows and 7 silver maples were
identified.

¢. Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastern cottonwood, boxelder, black cherry (Prunus serotinag),
American elm (Ulmus americana), black willow, and red oak (Quercus rubra).

d. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 1 black willow and 10 silver maples were
identified,

¢. Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastern cottonwood, boxelder, red oak and black cherry.
f. - No black willow or silver maples were noted. Herbivory is probably the result of the loss.
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TABLE 1
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER : MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

g. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 5 black willow and 10 silver maples were
identified.

h. Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastern cottonwood, boxelder, black cherry, American elm, black
willow, red oak, and shagbark hickory (Carya ovata).

. Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.

. Cottonwood and boxelder are the dominant species surviving in this area.

k. Resprout species include black cherry, American elm, red oak, green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), speckled alder (Alnus rugosa),
bigtooth aspen (Populus grandidentata).

I Resprout species in this area include American elm, green ash, red oak, white willow (Salix alba).

m. Resprout species in this area include red oak and American elm.

n. Resprout observed species include black cherry and American elm.

0. Only other resprout species was black cherry.

p. Only other resprout species was American elm.
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TABLE 2
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
. Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens
Date Area Date Planted Quantity Performance Dead Variance Notes
Required Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 146 117 93 4.7 = 0. -20
s 2 May 00 - — — ——- - s wee a
2001 3 May 00 73 58 56 1 57 0 -1 b
4, Cell GI Oct 00 73 58 54 8 © 62 0 + 4
5 Oct 00 73 58 68 L B RS 0 +14
1 May 00 146 117 59 Ea T e o R | 0] =24 ¢, d
2 May 00 et e 3 SIES s e i i
8/23 3 May 00 73 58 47 ) AR ) 2 -9 d
2001° 4, Cell G1 Qct 00 73 58 19 G 33 =22 d
5 Oct 00 73 58 44 19 57T 163 7i% +5 d
1 May 00 146 117 83 34 ki Fr ) S0 f
2 May:00 e s e £ LR - :
3 May 00 73 58 ¢ 26 gl R LT RO -6 f
/20 4A Oct 00 J3 58 24 190" 3 -4’3_ 4 -15 i
2002° 4B June 01 219 175 99 b B 173 0 =2 i
10 Qct 01 TBE 58 54 202070 74 0 +16 f,g
5 ~ June 01 73 S8 3.t 26 59 ! +1 f
6, 6A, 7, 8A “June/Oct 01 == = S =Pl Pt L= oL
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct Ol 73 58 46 22 68 0 il ) B
l May 00 146 117 92 16 108 0 -9 e
2 May 00 - s e - e e e
3 May 00 73 58 52 2 54 0 -4
8/13 4A Qect 00 73 58 37 3 : 40 0" =18
2002¢ 4B June 01 219 175 167 4 171 DI 4
10 Qct 01 73 58 7 4 76 0 +18"
5 June 01 738 58 62 LR T4 0 +6"
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 - Pkt ——r T oL S o :
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Qct 01 = Ak} 58 690 R SHET0. ikl Rl za e
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TABLE 2
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens o N
Date Area Date Planted Performance Dead Variance Notes
Required Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 146 117 94 3 97 0 -20
2 May 00 - = - i i 2, £
3 May 00 73 58 40 1 4l 0. -17
4A Oct 00 73 58 45 6 51 0 -7
4B June 01 219 175 148 8 156 0 -19
10 Oct 01 73 58 55 4 59 0 +1
T 5 _ June {}1. _ 73 58 49 0 49 0 Lo
2053¢ 6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 -- -- o o 5 A
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Qct 01 73 58 58 0 | 058 0 0
12 May/Oct 02 73 58 65 3400 68 0 +10
13 May/Oct 02 73 58 65 i 66 0 +8
14 - Oct 02 146 117 154 3 157 0 +40
15 May 02 - - ik Zid T 2 Lo
16 Oct 02 o ~ sl S A
17 Qct 02 . % i o 5
1 May 00 146 117 95 0 95 0 22
2 May 00 - s i s = I
May 00 73 58 53 1 54 0 4
aa 4A Oct 00 73 53_ 52 2 54 2a0 )
2003° 4B June 01 219 17557 161 2 163 ORI B b Bs
10 Oct 01 73 58 56 3 .59 (T 41
5 June 01 73 58 45 0 50 13
6,6A, 7, BA June/Oct 01 -- - = s 1y % A
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 73 58 47 0 47 0 s ¢

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_ Mile\Reports and Presentations\May 2004 Trip Report\21241819Tables.doc




sy B L S S

TABLE 2
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER . MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens ; o
Date Area Date Planted * Performance Dead | Variance Notes
Required Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
13 May/Oct 02 73 ] S8 67 e S (o u AR
14 ~0ct02 146 3 1177 © 148 e R P U e vA31
e 15 May 02 P = R L i S R e
16 Oct 02 - i Y sl i Seaee A = S =
17 0ct02 A M e B o e e
4B June 01 219 175 166 0 166 0 9
10 Oct 01 73 58 82 1 83 0 +25
6,6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 - == = - = - -
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 73 58 62 2 64 0 +6
5/24/ 12 May/Oct 02 73 58 67 1 68 0 +10
2004 13 May/Oct 02 73 58 62 0 62 0 +4
14 Oct 02 146 117 152 0 152 0 +35
15 May 02 - = = - ims s -
16 Oct 02 - - e E= i = .
17 Oct 02 - s - - - s st

Notes on the Understory Surveys:

a. No understory specimens were planted in this area.
b. 54 understory specimens were originally planted in May 2000. An additional 18 were planted in October 2000.

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\May 2004 Trip Report\21241819Tables.doc



Gy WA GBS s

TABLE 2
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER s MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

o

Overall survival of the understory species is skewed towards the plot located in the western end of Area 1. There is very good survival in
that plot and very poor survival in the plot located in the eastern end of Area 1.

d. In general, serviceberry had the poorest survival and tended to be that species with the greatest demonstrated stress.
Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.

f. In general, winterberry hollies appeared to have begun sprouting and putting on leaves when they were hit with frost. Stress appeared to
be cold induced. Also, serviceberries that were stressed in 2001 appeared to be a very good condition.
g. One shrub clump was moved from Area 10 to Area 11 at the request of the trustees

@
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Monitoring Count®
Quantity ; Meets target .
Date Area | Date Planted " | Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line, £ Comments Notes
Required Standard Missing Plants performance standard,
< 4 foot on center,
1 May 00 82 66 101 (by count) | - |
2 May 00 -- -- i e e : b
233{] 1}’ 3 May 00 11 9 ; 13 (by count) il MRS ' ' :
4,GCleH OctQ0 7 74 Bl SOV ; - 74 (by count) O 2 v : :
5 Oct 00 = A 7 = ; e 3 5 < ;1 R 3 1 iy [ h
_ ' H First 100’ - 10/foot section | =~ : '
First 100" (Partial) Second 100” —20 foot:
] . 0 66 s !
Mag 0o W 7196 Second 100" (Partial) . section
. : Third 100"
8?23:: P Mﬂ}’ 00 = G = = . S TR R - g ] b
2001 3 May 00 11 9 LTRSS 100% - -
4, Cell ' : ~Sparse western 507, with
Oct 00 74 Sparse western 50°,
Gl S o : Pamaj no specim‘ens_]eﬁ las_t 207
5 Oct 00 b 7 R TSR o :
| . First 100’ (Partial) Fu‘sthOd— Soq foot section
: - : Second 100" (Partial) Second 10 _ —20 foot
1 May 00 82 66 ;1‘;?15:1"-1'00" Pistial) -~ section :
A e i || Third 100!~ 20 foot.
5720/ i s section
-i, 2002 : Fourth 10'0'_'- 100%
’ ) | Mayoo | - — Sy b
3 May 00 11 i Partial * 50% of first 50 feet is '
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

L

; Monitoring Count”
Quantity Target M
' Date Area Date Planted Require Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line, eets target Comments Notes
equired performance standard,
Standard Missing Plants
< 4 foot on center,
: ' WITON First 100" - 100% = | -Thin for entire section,
4A Oct 00 74 ' SRt e b . Second 100° = 100%. - water stress in some.
s S LTS S Third 100'=100% . -1~ = .sections
L Aoy '| First 100’ —20 foot’section |~~~
: First 100" (Partial) |~ Second 100’ - 20 foot
X - Second 1007 (Partial) eSO T section T
5/20/ Sl (VS e Aseetion (A
2002° il e A : Fourth 1007 - 100% -
10 Oct 01 ——— - ' i ' D e L S b
5 June 01 o : o ; S ' : ae b
6, 6A, Ol ' = " First 100" - Partial First 100 - missing first. | ,
7, AL R % S Second 100'=100% | 30 footsection . o
First 100" (Partial) - N R ol ey
8,9, o % Second 1007 (Partial). ' T A 18 dead red-osier
94, 11 Oct 01 82 S g Third 100! (Partial) - logmoods1dentificq -
11A s Fourth 100° (Partial) over the length of this
Fifth 100" (Partial) seieh
First 100’ - Gaps at 17’ t0 23" i
interval, 33" to 38" interval, and
' 61" to 69 interval ' it !
I May 00 82 .66 | Second 100° - Gaps at 7 to 10’ - Fourth 100’
8/13/ ; . interval _ ;
2002 Third 100' = (?ap at 60 foot .
_ pomt
9 May 00 o i gt L e - L b
- Yo DG (e e Gapin tl‘lé_'re@!-os_ier'.dtggwood £
? L B fe 2| bandatthe 70710 100" interval | E i
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
sty Target Monitoring Count - .
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line, . Meets rgetd 4 Comments Notes
q Standard Missing Plants performance standard,
< 4 foot on center,
: ; First 100" — Gapatthe 010 20" | . 5 4 o i . AR R DS S
4A Oct 00 74 59 interval and the 8970 100" | Second 1007 ¢ Wilersmesrinisome
OO : + Third 100" (" seetions
interval * : :
First 1007 - Thin at 70" to 100’ D ST
4B June 01 134 . 107 . ©interval b S;i"‘gjllo[g
== ——— - -
2002° 0?.‘ 01 . T : 2 2 k ._b
5 June01% & | e = A _ ¥ H
G 6A, _ : RS T : s
7. 8A June/Qct 01 89 71 = S g.
8,9, ; S G iy LSS 1T  18deadred-osier |
9A 11 Oct 01 9 66 Second 1007 — Missing 2. plants | - “First 100 - dogwoods identified 2] '
li & 2 _ Fourth 100" ~Missing 1 plant | = Third 100"~ Partial over the length of this
] % _ oA __streteh”
5/28  First 100"~ Gaps at 17’ 1023 | S TR
61" to 69" interval ARt e :
1 May 00 82 66 Second 100" - Gaps.at7° to 10”. [ /-~ ‘Fourth 100’ -
- interval SIS R I AR
‘Third 100"~ Gap at 60 foot
- | point
2 May 00 — _ (S SO e e T >
2 My 18 H 2 band at the 70" to 100" iriterval
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
| Monitoring Count®
| Quantity T S R target c ¢ Not
| P . - b § \ 5 I 10 e
Date Area Date Planted Required P;r:f:::ll::;cc Gapfvi!'l- ?og‘;?odtpme, performance standard, omments §
WEOSINE S 1auts < 4 foot on center,
First 100" - Plants in 0 to 33" PR S
interval had been fopped
) Second 100} — Plants at 170" to ! s3i
4A Oct 00 74 59 200" interval were weak and e B
' stressed 3
Third 100" — Plants at end of
pianﬁng area were gone.
- First 100" — Tapped at 60 to _
£ 100" interval oA~ o |
: it _SCCO_Dd 100!_ Plan_ts al] : B i FOUIﬂ‘l]O[}‘ ! !
4B June 01 134 SO present, but indications of | “Fifth 100” .
; : ; | - herbivory T Sixth 100N
- Third 100’ — Missing plants at TS
: 211 and 285 foot points : ,._
10 @etPl w [ ok s e : A e 3
5 June 01 e et R R T L I b
AT Birsts1007 TR iz
6, 6A, oy ' bt il R . Second 1007 .~ 5,
7 8o | June/Octol 89 AT e e d
~Fourth 100"
& A G L ey -~ Second 100 |
.9?&1, Oct 01 182 66 : --- . H o ¢
Fourth 100" =
: _ ; sl R R T 00 :
12 May/Qct 02 67 54 - Second 100? — 1 dead plant
o 0 i ar 194" and 1 at- 198"
AR R | Plants all present; though.
13 May/Oct 02 59 o 4T : : R ey
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Ouantit Target Monitoring Count
Date Area Date Planted 1ty Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line Meets target Comments Notes
Required . ’ performance standard
Standard Missing Plants ’
< 4 foot on center,
All present; 26 plants
- planted in right of way of
. which 2 were missing.
;" e - Missing 1
- ‘Missing 1.
N | ' All present
First 100°— Gaps at 28’ 10,39’ e e,
|- interval, and 81°'to 85 interval; : T
Second 100" - gapsat 117’ to : Am@___o_f 17RO
131 . - . 0y | dogwood missing, need
Third 100' — Gaps at 232", 2507 = Lpjant fomeet
e i 0 e 10 262!] and 27510 3007 " pcrformanc',c standard
9n2r : i s i :
i)
2003 e SR o b
- All present

A total of 5 RO

First 100" — Gaps at 18’ t.o_ 33 P S e
Second 100" — Gaps at 176 to 2 CEWOO0S TUSNg Lrom,
1817 'y piar}t_m_g ared, meets
i __performange standard
BT s I s SN . Atoulof4RO
First 100" = Gapat69' t075% | . . Second 100" RS RO
-Sixth 100’ - Gapat S47°to | ' ‘Fourth 100” - PLADNNE ATCA, MEeLs.
T D ¥ RIRRL00} Syt v REHOmMNCO pindapd

e
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TABLE 3

RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ' MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Monitoring Count"

. Target
) ’ ’ Quantity - Meets target S
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance Gaps in Pngmd Line, neibwmanecestaninnd, Comments Notes
Standard Missing Plants
< 4 foot on center,
10 Oct 01 = e b
5 June 01 - - Gt e - b
P i First 100" -_
7 gA | June/Oct 01 89 71 - Second 100" d
, : ' . Third 100" -
8,9, jem sgigssast'o e S . Atotal o4 RO .
9A,11, | Oct0l - 82 66 | | Second100’=Gap at177to 25 /| dogwoods missing from |
11A : ' 181 s g | p]zmt:lnﬂ area, mﬂets ;
Third 100" = Mlssmg I pcrformance standard
A total of 20 RO
9/12/ First 100’ - Gap atzo: t0 25" dOgWOOdSnnsmng from
2003° Second 100" — Gap at 196’ to planting area, does not
12 May/Oct 02 67 54 : T e e -meet performance
Third 100" ~ Gaps at 200" to | standard, 7 plants
242! and 27] 10 3009 ) needed to meet the
i pprforrnance standard
13 May/Oct 02 59 47 s M-'ssmg one plam sl Meefs performance
: : : standard
14 Oct 02 48 ; 38 13 : i ..Meefs performance
: : : Mlssmg one plant B e
L5 May 02 A 4% Meets performance
- 10 o : ets performance
| = 8 . Mlssmg two piants : - standard
16 Oct 02 i e P : ~ |- Meets performance.
"o istandard
N o . 3 : i -Me?m ‘perf@l‘ﬂ‘lance il
17 27 220 e :

th 02

: standarcl
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
OQuantit Target Monitoring Count =
Date Area | Date Planted MY 1 performance Gaps in Dogwood Line eets target Comments Notes
Required . ’ performance standard
Standard Missing Plants ’
< 4 foot on center,
. A total of 2 RO
. First, second, fourth, and I
Third 100° — Gap at 258’; 2 Y ’ dogwood missing from
4B June 01 134 107 Fifth 100° — Gap at 580° sixth 100" segment planting area, meets
performance standard
10 Qct 01 - - —— b
First 100’
6,64, June/Oct 01 89 71 — Second 100 Meets performance 4
7, 8A Third 100° standard
8,9, First 100 M .
9A, 11, Oct 01 82 66 - Second 100’ eets performance .
LA Third 100 standard
5724/ First 100 M forms
2004 12 May/Oct 02 67 54 Second 100’ eels pertormance
Third 100’ standard
13 May/Oct 02 59 47 L Meets performance
standard
. . Meets performance
14 Oct 02 48 38 p
Missing eight plants standard
15 May 02 C Does not meet
10 8 ——— p
Missing five plants performance standard
16 Oct 02 o Meets performanc
18 14 ——— p €
Missing one plant standard
17 Oct 02 27 22 - Missing three plants Meets performance
standard
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TABLE 3
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Notes on Red-Osier Dogwood Surveys:

a. Based on discussions with the Trustees during the 8/23/2001 monitoring event, it was agreed that individual counts of red-osier dogwood
would not be made. Instead, based on visual observation, it would be identified which parts of the bank did not meet the original planting
scheme of one plant every 4 feet. If that measure were not met, then remedial plantings would be utilized to establish the red-osier
dogwood to that required density.

b. No red-osier dogwoods were planted in this area.

Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.

d. In this sequence of areas, 57 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 6 and 32 red-osier dogwood were planted in Area 8A, none were
planted in Areas 6A and 8A.

e. In this sequence of areas, 6 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 8, 32 red-osier dogwood were planted in Area 9A, 14 red-osier
dogwoods were planted in Area 11, and 30 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 11A.

o
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TABLE 4
GRAPEVINE MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Tareet Monitoring Count - Wild
Date Aven Date Quantity Perforliance Live Specimens Dead Grapes or Comments
Planted | Required Non- Total Grape
Standard Stressed ’
stressed Vines Patches
5311 l 22 18 22 ' DY R %
2001 May 00 . 5 0 0 : 0
ggﬁf I May 00 22 18 8 8 16 R e
! May 00 22 18 0 6 -1l IR 0
5/20/ 4B - : A
9A Oct 01 e s 7 L2 ok e L : b
| May 00 22 1B i 0 0 0 0 6
8/13/ i : : =3t
9A QOct 01 --- e - --- - — >>18 } ' b
; : . | The number of planted grapes abserved in this plot
' May 00 22 18 14 0 14 0 0 ‘does not meet the performance criteria, No native
j plants observed in this plot to compensate. "
_ 1 wild While the number of planted grapes plus the number of
; - N e individual native grape plants noted in this planting
5/28/ 4B June 01 22 18 9 0 9 0 D;g;ﬁ;}d area did not meet the performance criteria, several
2003* "plots large plots with numerous plants dzd compensate for
the lack of individual plams
: : N ' “" | The number of planted grapes plus the number of
= Oct 02 22 18 13- ; 0 13 0 3 individual native grape plants noted in this plantmg
; area did not meet the performance criteria.
14 Oct 02 22 18 & 197 0 0L e e Lo S ey R Performance crltena rnet
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TABLE 4
GRAPEVINE MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Monitoring Count - Wild
Date o Date Quan_ti(y PertoraaRcs Live Specimens Dead Grapes or Comments
Planted | Required Standard Non- St d Total Grape
stressed FeSSeC | Vines Patches
: 2 : ol | The number of planted grapes observed in this plot
| May 00/ |~ 22 ; 18 AR S s o I 0 | 23 _ |doesnotmeetthe performance criteria. However a
' : - ' O | large number of wild grapes now growing. As such
| exceedsperformance standard,
. - ; ) {0 | 10'wild | The number of planted grapes plus the numbar of
9/2/ 4B June 01 22 18 . 9 0 = O 1~ lindividual native grape plants noted in this planting
2003 platts il aes mect the
: SRR performance criteria.
_ 2 20/grape | The number of planted grapes plus the number of
12 Oct 02 22 18 6 0 6 0 | individual native grape plants noted in ﬂ’lls plantmg
: patches |
; e ‘area meet the performance criteria,
14 Oct 02 22 e 167 7 QR 0 0" | Performance criteria not-met,
20+ wild | The number of planted grapes plus the number of
4B June 01 - 18 9 0 9 0 o individual native grape plants noted in this planting
P area meet the performance criteria,
8,9,9A°, 35 wild The number of individual native grape plants noted in
5124/ - 22 18 & == o o this planting area meet the performance criteria,
I, TTA plants 2 S .
2004 without the aid of supplemental planting,
" 10 grape | The number of planted grapes plus the number of
12 Oct 02 22 18 5 0 5 0 atelics individual native grape plants noted in this planting is
P below the performance criteria.
14 Oct 02 22 18 19 0 19 0 0 The number of planted grapes meet the performance
criteria.

Notes on Grape Vine Surveys:

a. Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event
b. Due to limitations in stock, this area has not been planted with grape vine as scheduled. However, based on comments made by the
trustees on the 2003 First /2 Mile Monitoring Results Report, this area will be monitored for natural regeneration of grape vines
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TABLE 5
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER s MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

{ Target Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Performance . Performance
Date Area Planted Standard (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Standard Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
First 100° ~50% coverage
: . Second 100" ~80% coverage
. i 0,
I Iy 1900 Third 100° ~85% coverage
Final 60" ~50% coverage
8/23 2 May 00 100% ~75% coverage
2001* 3 May 00 100% ~85% coverage
' First 100" ~45% coverage
Oct 00 100% Second 100 ~75% coverage
Sl Third 100" ~85% coverage
5 Oct 00 o 100% ' T0% coverage
_ . First 100" ~85% coverage
" Second 100’ ~90% coverage
i, i
! May.00 100% Third 100’ ~90% coverage
: Final 60" ~80% coverage
2 May 00 100% ~85% coverage
3 May 00 100% ~85% coverage
First 100’ ~50% coverage -
5720 4A Oct 00 100% Second 100’ ~65% coverage
2002* Third 100” ~80% coverage
= First 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100" ~85% coverage
4B June 01 100% - Third 100" ~85% coverage
Fourth 100" ~75% coverage-
Fifth 100" ~75% coverage
First 100" ~85% coverage
‘ 0, : &
o Qorh [ Second 100° ~85% coverage
5 June Ol | 100% L. T ~T5%coverage
e W s s L e R T e T
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TABLE 5
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥; MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION -~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Dité Per1l:::rg;|e;ncc General Monitoring Results Per?;::::nce
Date Area Planted Standard (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Standard Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
5/20 . First 100" ~70% coverage :
2002° | 8,9,9A, . Second 100" ~50% coverage
11, 11A Oct 01 100% Third 100" r_-'JS% coverage
Fourth 1007 — 30% | coverage
Overall ~90%
First 100 i : _ g
Uppcr bank: 0 to 337 interval ~50%, upper 67° |- . For some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than
: foot ~95%:; - il 100%, reason for lack of coyerage appears to be related
: Lower bank 01035 interval ~Sﬂ%, 35710, - to.dry weather and lack of rain, some areas had small
1 May 00 100% - . 65 interval ~95%; patches (less than one square foot) that mi ight be bare
2 80" interval ~95%; as a result of poor: soil, only one location in the First
. Second 100? 100 foot interyal that will be handled through a
0to- 15 interval ~85%, 75 -95%, rﬁsponse action to correct site condmons
Third 100’ ~100% coverage ] : -
Final 60’ ~100% coverage : 3 :
813/ Herbaceous coverin’ thls area zends to be thmner
2002 towards the topof the. slope; some of the. lack of
oy 000 - coverage appears to be because of lack of rain and poor
€ NRO Gt e ‘_:w'e_.?%?' . soil. One area within this planting area should be
' addresscd through a msponse action to correct the poor
; coverage.
3 May 00 100% _ ~80% at top of slope, ~95% coverage at | Respnnse actions are propased for one segment of this
bottom of slope- plantmg area. 5
| First 1007~75% coverage ;
4A Oct 00 - 100% - Second 100" ~7 5?% sy ﬂi e g Response acncms are]proposed for 4 segments of this
Third 100" ~75% coverage ' P antmg Areas
-Eirst 100"~85% coverage _ i e : \
4B Tuas'0l 100%" Second 100" ~93% coverage : -. Response actions are proposcd for one segment of t}us

Third 100” ~100% coverage
_ Fourth 1707 ~95% coverage -

plannng area :
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TABLE 5

HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

— PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Date | Performance General Monitoring Results Performance
Date Area Planted Standard (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Standard Comments
i (Cover) (Yes/No)
8/13/ S0y First 100" ~95% coverage i ' i
2002° 10 Oct 01 100% Secon d100" .-.190?3/0 ceverige Respense actwns are ptoposed for 2 segrnents of t}ns
Third 100" 65% coverage RIS oS
~90% coverage overall; ~95% in eastern R d fi £ thi
5 June 01 100% section, ~85% in the middle segment, with the esponse actions are }Jragase or one segment of this
western slope being thin with a lot of debris RIS 210,
e 0,
6, 6A, 7, June/ 100%. - Fust 199 ~85 ] mt?h:nhe top of slope botng, Raspanse actxons are proposed for one segmem of this
8A Oct 01 Second 100" ~85% - p]antmg area,
First 100" ~90% coverage - '
8, 9,9A, - Second 100 ~65% coverage . Respnnse actions are pr osed for 2 segments of thi
t 9 ; op gments of this
11, I'1A Oct0k 100% Third 100’ ~90% coverage p!antmg area.
Fourth 100" ~80% coverage
First 100! ~95% cover
% Se‘éfndl?gb‘ ~95¥21i?r§;e .For some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than.
1 May 00 100% Third 1'00’ __9-5%’ cév'érage 100%, some areas had small patches (less than one.
FmaI 60" ~95% coverage square foot) that might | be bare asa result of poor soil
Herbaceous cover in this area still tends to be thinner
2 May 00 100% 9
255 ;Ea g % 9% b Are towards the top of the slope
2 3 May 00 100% 95% -cover-age Herhaceous cover shows definite lmpmvcment after
L T response actaons of prewous year
- First 100 ~90% coverage |
4A Oct 00 100% Second 100° ~90% coverage . Herbaceous cover shows 1mpmvement over prawous
! . Third 100" ~90% coverage 5 ; i
~ First 100" ~90% coverage
‘Second 100" ~90% coverage
: - Third 100" ~95% coverage
4B I % . A LMIEE
Tl 100/&_’ Fourth 100” ~95% coverage
Fifth 100° ~100% coverage
‘Sixth 100’ 95% coverage
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TABLE 5
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target G Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Performance Performance -
Date Area Planted Standard (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Standardl Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
{First 1007 ~95% coveragp : e S e J
10 Oct 01 100% Second 100° ~95% coverage 3
_Third 100‘ ~85% coverage
528 5 June 01 100% - ~95% coverage
2063:1 First 100" ~95% coverage
6, 6A, 7, June/ 100% Second 100’ ~95% coverage
8A Oct 01 ) Third 100’ ~95% coverage
Fourth 100" ~95% coverage
_ " First 1007 ~100% coverage ]
8,9,9A, . Second 100’ ~95% coverage A
11, 11A 029} b0 Third 100° ~95% coverage i
Fourl;h 100" ~90% coverage o
May/Oct : * First 100" ~95% coverage
3% 02 003 Second 100" ~90% coverage
13 ot 100% ~95% coverage '
14 Oct 02 100% ~95% coverage
15 May 02 100% ~100% coverage
16 Oct 02 100% ~100% coverage
17 Oct 02 100% ~100% coverage
- First 100 ~85% coverage | . -
: N 1000 _ _For areas of herbaceous cover that are less than 100%,
| May 00 : 100% o S'.:I?gﬂg igg,ﬁ;&gg‘f&?ﬁ I_qoségh‘ﬁ;am .| the areas had small patches (less than one square foot)
9/12/ - : Fmal 60‘ «95% covm‘gge : ; that rmght be bareasa resuit ofpoor soil
2003* st N R i ] H b ! 11 tends by hi
2 May 0 100% ~8 . er aceous coverin’ t ea still tends tobe t unner
2y.00 : 5% coverage : he 5 *towards the top of the slope
3 May 00 100% A {50 o sover it this area still tends to.be’ thmner
Y ¥ 75 & cox_r_eragq NQ = _ towards the top of the slope =~ ,
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TABLE 5
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target General Monitoring Results Meets

Date Area Date Ecrforminge (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Eyrformice Comments
‘ Planted | Standard £ Standard

(Cover) (Yes/No)

TRy -First 100’ ~70% coverage s [se N R A Tt N o N e
ona | 4A Oct 00 100% ‘Second 1007 ~90% coverige N ) BSere ot Gaver Sl oy emens ovel p A YIQUs
2003 __Third 100" ~95% coverage ' et A (o o

Ly I A5
_ 521:; dl ?go. Zg'{é: F;Ez?rga; i ; _r some a‘rcas of herbaceous covcr t.ha,x are less than
Third 100° ~85% coverage aRr
4 0, § s Y
R 3 e  Fourth 100" ~85% coverage o
- Fifth 100" ~95% coverage
Sixth 100’ 95% covera&e ¥ :
: || For'some areas of herbaceous coyer that are iess than
oYy F:rst l 0 --95“/ Ver: !
10 Oct 01 100% Second ?00. QS;E:W;‘;; No e fie 100%, the areas had small patches. (less than one
Third 100" ~85% coverage - Sermtatrl s squm foot} that might be ‘bare as a result of poor 5011
R 2 condltlons
5 June 01 100% ~90% coverage No :
6. 6A. 7 Yoot First 100" ~85% coyerage ! For Some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than
e Oct 01 100% Second 100" ~90% coverage | No 100%, the areas had patches that might be bare as a
Third 2(}0' ~90% coverage result of poor soil conditions
8.9 9A First 100" ~90% coverage. For some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than
11, 1A | Octol 100% Second 100* ~90% coverage No 100%, the areas had bare patches of soil that might be
: Third 100" ~85% coverage bare as a result of poor soil
First 1007 ~95%: coverage
/
12 M:at)}(ZOcL 100% Second 100° ~90% coverage No
: s Thu-d 1(}0’ -80% coverage 28
13 Magéo_‘”ft 1 100% | . ~90% coverage “No !
14 Oct02 | 100% | ¥ F&O%'cqvemge'-“'i ' o o
15 May02 | = 100%  ~85% coverage NO e
16 Oct 02 100% ~85% coverage e
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TABLE 5
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HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

=3

Target General Monitoring Results icets
Date Area P;; }:tf: d P';rtf::d":::.';ce (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Pesrtf:rll‘(r!na-:’::!ce Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
17 Oct 02 - 100% e ~B5% coverage " No
First 100” ~90% coverage
S_Fﬁ(.md IO(‘:’ “900% POVETRES Herbaceous cover appears to be closing in, except
4B June 01 100% itd 100° ~30% coverage No under canopy specimens (which is allowed under
. py specimen
Fourth 100" ~95% coverage Monitoring Plan). Most bare areas are small in nature
Fifth 100" ~85% coverage ' ’
Sixth 100" 95% coverage
Herbaceous cover appears to be closing i, except
524/ First 100" ~90% coverage under canopy specimens (which is allowed under
2004' 10 Oct 01 100% Second 100" ~95% coverage No Monitoring Plan). For some areas of herbaceous cover
Third 100" ~95% coverage that are less than 100%, the areas had small patches
(less than one square foot)
Herbaceous cover appears to be closing in, except
6. 6A. 7 Jitisl First 100" ~90% coverage un_der_ canopy specimens (which is allowed under
SA ! Oct 01 100% Secgnd 100" ~95% coverage No Monitoring Plan). For some areas of herbaceous cover
Third 100" ~95% coverage that are less than 100%, the areas had patches that
might be bare as a result of poor soil conditions
First 100° ~95% coverage He:’jbaceous cover appears tc;l ?Jehc_lo'si?g ina exc;pt
8.9, 9A, o . Second 100" ~90% coverage I under canopy specimens (which is allowed under
1 11A ct 01 100% Third 100" ~95% covera No Monitoring Plan). For some areas of herbaceous cover
' ge that are less than 100%, the areas had bare patches of
Fourth 100’ ~95% coverage ; ; y ;
soil that might be bare as a result of poor soil
First 100° ~85% coverage
12 Myt 100% Secand 100 ~90% coverage No
Third 100" ~90% coverage
May/Oct Some lessening of herbaceous coverage over previous
13 02 100% ~85% coverage No year, will check in August to verify whether this is a
winter related phenomena.
Some lessening of herbaceous coverage over previous
14 Oct 02 100% ~B80% coverage No year, will check in August to verify whether this is a

winter related phenomena.
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TABLE 5
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target General Monitoring Results Meets
Date Area Date Performance (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage Performance Comments
Planted Standard otat Fercent He ° erage) Standard

(Cover) (Yes/No)

15 May 02 100% - -~

16 Oct 02 100% ~95% coverage No

17 Oct 02 100% ~90% coverage No

Notes on Herbaceous Coverage Surveys:

a.

Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.
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TABLE 6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %> MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target .
| Dat Performance | Monitoring Results Per:l:::;t;nce
Date | Area PI ::te‘d Standard (Percent Invasive Ob'ectives Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
.E{ Anee (Invasive Species) J N
| Species) (Yes/No)
- bittersweet, purple loosestrife, ‘common mullem, bmersweet
1 il s nightshade, buckthorn
2 May 00 < 5% bittersweet, buckthomn, Norway maple, wm___ggi euonymus.
8/23/ 3 May 00 < 5% bittersweet, Morrow’s r_i_one)':fsui:kle, p\it'_p?é loosestrife
2001* bittersweet, Japanese barberry, Morrow’s honeysuckle,
0, ] . - = F oo s AT . My
& GC]CH et Fo0 bittersweet nightshade, Nonva‘y’-maple. buckthom ¢
Japanese Knotweed, blttersweet, Iapanac barberry, purple
; 5 i c ]oosestnfe
@ First 1007 <5% :
] Second 100’ <5% S B R A e
] May 00 <5% Third 100° <5% buckthorn, bmer_s._wge_t, Jap_a_mese barberry, .garhc.-rnustard
Final 607 <5% i ' '
2 May 00 <5% Approxiniately 5% ] bittersweet, buckthorn, Morraw 5 honeysuckie, Noxway Maple, .
CYpress spurge
3 May 00 < 5% Approximately 10% bmarsweet buckthcrn Morraw 5 honeysuckle, cypress spuxge
= ~ First100" ~15% !
Third 100° <5% ey il
_ First 100" <10%
Second 100’ <10% o : A
4B June 01 < 5% Third 100" <10% | Norway maple, bitersweet and garlic mustard
Fourth 100" 0% iRy e oy R
Fifth 100" 0% i
10 Oct 01 - <5% 5% None noted T AR
0 e 0 S A E Japanese knotweed, Morro
L 0,
5120/ 2 Tune O} S £ biftersweel, multifiora rose |
0| %’R L (';2:'3;1 <5% <5% ' : bummg bush, garhc mustard, buckthom -
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TABLE 6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥ MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

r Targat Meets
I Performance | Monitoring Results .
Date Area Race Standard (Percent Invasive Fertyrmene Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted . Lo Objectives ’ ’ P B
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species)
First 100™ <5%
8. 9. 9A Second 1007 <5%
1.1 ,I IA, Oct 01 <5% Third 100' <5% None noted
! Fourth 100° <5%
Fifth 100’ <5%
First 100" ~5% AT 3
1 May 00 <5% S,F;ETI L%O __‘52 : buckthorn, bittersweet, .g_'ar}]c‘. mustard, purple loosestrife
Final 60° ~5% o WEEe -
2 May 00 <5% ~10% Cypress spurge:
3 May 00 <5% ~5% "| bittersweet, buckthom Morrow s honeysuckle, cypress spurge
First 100" ~5%
4K Oct 00 <5% Second 1007 ~5f3,1, I’VIorrow § honeysucklc, buckthom, bmersweet, purple
Third 1007 <5% oosestrife, cypress spurge
zség; k Sfcl;:f::;?go‘ 5?:*/ N 1 | ) Il .hl-:f bitt 1 & . i
e o) ond 100° ~5% e I orwaymape.purpeooses e tersw'sean ganc
4 Tapg OF Ro% Third 1007 ~5% mustard, : :
: Fourth 170" <5% ; '
10 Qct 01 - <5% S =8% z ‘Purple loosestrife
5 Fiie Ui <50 . .'.--5%' AL e Japanese knotweed, Morrow s heneysuckle, buckthorn,
' " ' gl BTl ' bittersweet, g4
6, 6A, 7, June/ s First 100'~5% | ARl ] e 1 -_' RO TN Sy
3A Oct 01 o Second 100" <5% gl mistar,bitersweet N R
) ox First 100" <5%° 3 S : ' 2R
813/ | g,9,98, oL Seoond o s .- ST R O G e
2002* | {1 11A Oct 01 1 <5% Third 1 0\0;.,- T .:pv_urpl_e loosesmfej,-bl@wmt_;‘_ga;hc mustard,cypresssp{yrge |
- Fourth 100" <5% N : e SAT N ER ehad TRiat e
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TABLE 6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥; MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target

- Meets
Date Performance | Monitoring Results Performance
Date Area Standard (Percent Invasive o Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
. Planted 5 : Objectives T
i (Invasive Species) Pas TN
| TR (Yes/No)
Species)

" First 100° ~5%
Second 1007 ~7%

Third 100° ~5% _ bittersweet, garlic mustard .
*inal 60° <5% X
72 cypress spurge, bittersweet, garlic mustard
Biy: bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic mustard
AN i 5% ,‘Secend 100%- f KT SRt e “"fer\sw'e'et, cypress spurge, garlic mustard
5/28/ SR B SIS | Third 100’ v e st
2003°
i )

2B

:Sixth ]00' ’<5%
" First 100’ <5% - Tl . A
©Second 100 SR% it N bittersweet and'garlic mustard

Third 100‘ ~S% : R -

- ~7% :_.'-_ il e Japanese Imotweed, Morrow shoneysﬁekle barberry i
btk 2 blttersweet "

/281
2003*

l'n'st 100’ ~5% e S sy
b;;ﬂl;dllt}%f’l;i;/o . “garlic mustefﬂ','b.i_llters\\;?ei&, ; fe A
Fourth 100’ ~8%: |« = - e A e e A L T
| First 100" <56 T o heiie i E s o SR I T
00 S || bemwesh gulic musard, cypressspurge.
< Fourth 100”.>5% A AT e e e
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TABLE 6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥» MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Meets
D: Performance | Monitoring Results p
Date Area nie Standard (Percent Invasive SEPHERLS Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted " Objectives = P
(Invasive Species) Yes/N
Species) (xes/No)
B Ay 0L "
12 M.ag;Oct <5% Sl:::::ri;:ﬁ%ﬁ< >5 5/:,’ % garlic mustard, bittersweet
13 Mag;()cl <5% >50% AR 'g;;_xrlic mustard, bittersweet
14 Oct02 | <5% i <5% : W | garlic mustard, bittersweet
15 May 02 <5% >5% garlic mustard, bittersweet -
16 Oct 02 <5% >5% garlic mustard, bittersweet
17 Oct 02 <5% >5%. garlic mustard, bit‘lerswr_:ét
AR L irst 100" <5%
i May00 | Tﬁﬁ%dlt%? ;i,f Yes garlic mustard
ST Final 60° <5%
9/12/ 2 b May 00 % ' Yes cypress spurge, buckthom
2003% R S T _ TR ]
G hesdl e S May ~5'=10% No cypress spurge, buckthorn'
First 100" <5% |- N _ e :
, 4A. - Second 100" <5% Yes | bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic mustard.
o2 Third 100°<s% | = B R
2 -~ +First 100 <5%
2003 & e econd 100" <5% !
; i r<59 3 ] o
43 o ;:::&1107%,255@ o Yes purple loasestrife - e
Sixth 100’ <5% | - e A TR 2
210 Second 100 <5% Yes | bittersweet and garlic mustard - z
Ry ~ Third 1007 <5%. o R R s e R = ey
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TABLE6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target
D Performance | Monitoring Results Per?’:::zf;nce
Date Areca I’Ia:?::d Standard (Percent Invasive Objectives Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
(lnva?;ive Species) (Yes/No)
Species)
5 June 01 <5% <5% " Yes Japanese knotweed, bittersweet
First 100’ ~5 - 10% s '
6, 68‘:’ 7 éﬁ??}jl <5% Second 100" <5% No, in part | garlic mustard, bittersweet
Third 100" <5% ;
8 9 A First 100’ <5% :
1‘1 ’! | A’ Qct 01 < 5% Second 100" <5% No, in part | bittersweet, garlic mustard, cypress spurge
; Third 100" ~5-10% :
May/Oct o First 100" <5% : ; i
12 02 | <5% Second 100 <5% Yes garlic mustard, bittersweet
13 Mag;Oa_t <5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, binﬁQWegt
14 Oct 02 < 5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, bittersweet
15 Méy 02 <5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, bittersweet
16 Oct 02 <5% : 6% Yes garlic mustard, bitterswge_t i
17 Oct 02 <5% <5% Yes garlic mustard, bittersweet
First 100° <5%
Second 100’ <5%
%202/’ 4B June 01 <5% I}‘; }211:’31 1107%,155‘){2 Yes Garlic mustard, cypress spurge, Japanese knotweed, bittersweet
Fifth 100° <5%
Sixth 100° <5%
First 100° <5%
10 Oct 01 <5% Second 100’ <5% Yes Bittersweet and garlic mustard
Third 100° <5%
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TABLE 6
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS
MAY 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target
Date Performance | Monitoring Results Per?(/)l:::;nce
. . . . Not
Date Area Planted Standa'rd (Percent I.nvaswe Objectives Primary Observed Invasive Species otes
(Invasive Species)
. (Yes/No)
Species)
First 100" ~5 - 10%
6 %/;:’ 7 éu?g/l <5% Second 100" <5% No, in part | Garlic mustard, bittersweet
¢ Third 100’ <5%
First 1007 <5%
8,9, 9A, N Second 100" <5% . . .
1L T1A Oct 01 < 5% Third 100" <5% No, in part Bittersweet, garlic mustard, cypress spurge
Fourth 100" ~5-10%
Mav/Oct First 100" ~5
12 gz < 5% Second 100’ ~5 No, in part Garlic mustard, bittersweet, honeysuckle, cypress spurge
Third 100" <5%
13 Ma(})féOct < 5% ~5-10% No Garlic mustard, bittersweet
14 Oct 02 < 5% <5% Yes Garlic mustard, bittersweet
15 May 02 < 5% - - Garlic mustard, bittersweet
16 Oct 02 <5% <5% Yes Garlic mustard, Japanese knotweed
17 Oct 02 < 5% <5% Yes Bittersweet
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November 8, 2004

Mr. Dean Tagliaferro

US Environmental Protection Agency
c/o Roy Weston, Inc.

One Lyman Street

Pittsfield, MA 01201

Re: Trip Report - August 2004 Vegetation Monitoring (GECD800)
Dear Mr. Taghaferro:

Enclosed please find a memorandum representing the trip report for the August 2004 vegetation
monitoring visit for the restored banks of the Upper ¥ Mile Reach of the Housatonic River. This
memorandum also documents the results of the 2004 aquatic habitat structures inspection performed
during the same visit.

Please call me with any questions.

Yours truly,

Andrew T. Silfer, P.E.
GE Project Coordinator

TLC/dmn

Attachment

cc:  Susan Steenstrup, MDEP
Robert Bell, MDEP (without attachments)
Anna Symington, MDEP (without attachments)
Holly Inghis, USEPA
Tim Conway, USEPA
Rose Howell, USEPA
K.C. Mitkevicius, USACE
R. Goff, USACE
Dale Young MA EOEA
Nancy Harper, MA AG (without attachments)
Dawn Jamros, Roy F. Weston
Mayor James Ruberto, City of Pittsfield
Michael Carroll, GE (without attachments)
Rod McLaren, GE (without attachments)
Stuart Messur, BBL
Mark Gravelding, BBL
James Bieke, Shea & Gardner
Public Information Repositories
GE Internal Repositories
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Andrew Silfer, P.E.
General Electric Corporation

FM: Charles R. Harman, P.W.S.
AMEC Earth & Environmental

CC: Mark Gravelding, P.E.
Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.

SUBIJ: Trip Report;
August 2004 Monitoring Visit
Upper 2 Mile Restoration Project, Housatonic River
Pittsfield, Massachusetts

DATE: November §, 2004

As outlined in Section 9.2 of the Removal Action Work Plan — Upper % Mile Reach of
Housatonic River(Work Plan) (BB&L, 1999), habitat restoration activities were implemented in
those areas of the Upper 2 Mile Reach of the Housatonic River (the Site) where bank soils were
excavated as part of the removal action and in areas that were cleared to allow access for the
removal activities. The ecorestoration techniques outlined in the work plan are intended to
restore the vegetative community in those disturbed riparian areas to a functional value that
exceeds that of the riparian habitat prior to the removal action.

As part of the habitat restoration process and as specified in Section 11.6.2 of the Work Plan, the
General Electric Corporation (GE) agreed to monitor those areas that were restored to ensure the
success and biological integnty of the intended vegetative community. The monitoring program
consists of two visits during each of the first three years after planting, and an annual visit to be
conducted during the fifth year and seventh year after planting. In each of the first three years
after planting, visits are conducted in the late spring after the first leaf flush (May/June) and in
the summer (July/August) to assess plant survival. The single visit in the fifth year and seventh
year after planting will be conducted in the summer (July/August). In the event of a significant
loss of plantings (greater than 1/4 acre), the timing for monitoring will be restarted following
actions to replant the lost trees or shrubs (except in the case where a third party is responsible for
such failure).

As detailed in the Work Plan, an annual summary monitoring report is required to document the
results of that year’s monitoring visits and the conditions of the restored areas within the Upper
Y% Mile Reach. In discussions between GE and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in 2003,
it was agreed that the annual summary monitoring report would be submitted by January 15 of
the year following the monitoring. In addition to the annual monitoring report, a trip report
summarizing the findings of each monitoring visit 1s to be submitted following the completion of
each monitoring visit,

VAGE_Housatenic_Upper_Halfl Mile'Reports and Presentations\2004 Aug. Veg. Monitoring Rpt3754 1550 ripRpt.doc
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August 2004 Trip Report Page 2
Upper % Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

This memorandum documents the restored banks vegetation inspection conducted in August
2004. In addition to the vegetation mspection, monitoring inspections of the aquatic habitat
structures and the armor stone layer were conducted. Details of the August inspections are
provided below. A photolog of the inspection visit is attached at the end of this report.

The following observations were made from the aquatic habitat structures monitoring visit
conducted on August 16, 2004.

1.

Charles Harman of AMEC conducted the monitoring visit for GE. Bill Stack of
Woodlot Alternatives was present for the NRD Trustees.

The inspection of the aquatic habitat structures consisted of a walking survey to
observe the condition of each of the structures. Inspection of the armor stone layer
consisted of visual observations for evidence of erosion.

The survey of the aquatic structures was limited by the high water level, especially
in the lower reach of the Upper Y2 Mile, which made identification of individual
structures difficult. The high water level was the result of the Elm Street dam
constructed by EPA to control water flow during remediation in the 1.5 Mile Reach
of the river.

In general, the armor stone appeared to be in good condition. There were no
indications of movement or erosion of the stone. Many areas of stone in the riverbed
were covered by sediment, one result of which is that an aquatic plant (water-celery,
Vallisneria Americana) is colonizing sections of the river. The armor stone is
preventing erosion of the underlying sediment cap isolation layer.

In general, those aquatic structures that were visible appeared to be providing good
cover and habitat. The aquatic structures were structurally stable and were creating
variations in water velocity and flow as evidenced by the presence of scour zones
and depositional areas in the sediment surrounding the structures. The development
of these variations in sediment elevation and the creation of flow changes in the
water column provides good habitat for fish and aquatic invertebrates.

The sedimentation of some of the aquatic structures noted in the 2003 visit is still
occurring. For example, approximately 75 to 85% of the W-weir that spans cell G2
and F2 1is buried under soft silt and sand. The remainder of the weir appears to be
providing good habitat for aquatic organisms.

The results of the aquatic monitoring visit are presented on Table 1.

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Aug. Veg. Monitoring Rpti37541550TripRpt.doc
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August 2004 Trip Report Page 3
Upper % Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

The following observations were made from the streambank vegetative monitoring visit
conducted on August 17, 2004.

1.

Charles Harman of AMEC conducted the vegetative monitoring visit for GE. Bill
Stack of Woodlot Alternatives was present for the NRD Trustees. Chris Frank of C.
L. Frank & Associates accompanied the streambank monitoring party as the certified
arborist.

As per the monitoring schedule, planting areas 1, 2, 3, 4A, and 5 were not
quantitatively monitored during this event, and will not be monitored until
July/August 2005. Planting areas 4B, 6, 7, 8, 8A, 9, 9A, 10, 11, 11A, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16 and 17 were evaluated during this monitoring event. Planting areas 6, 6A, 7, 8A
were inspected as one contiguous unit, as were planting areas 8, 9, 9A, 11, 11A. All
other planting areas were surveyed as distinct segments.

Planting areas 4B, 6, 7, 8§, 8A, 9, 9A, 10, 11 and 11A are in their third year of
monitoring. Planting areas 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 are in their second year of
monitoring.

Planting area 4B has excellent growth and development in its vegetative community.
In particular, box elders (12 to 15 feet in height) and black willows (10 to 15 feet in
heights) show strong growth. Planting area 4B met the performance standard for
canopy vegetation, though it did not meet the performance standard for understory
vegetation. The negative variance for understory specimens was greater than what
was observed in the spring monitoring visit. It is not certain whether the increased
variance was the result of counting difficulties due to the thick plant growth, or was
actually the result of a loss of understory specimens. The development of grape vine
i planting area 4B is greatly aided by natural recruitment. Grape vines met the
performance standard. Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard.
The performance standard for invasive species was being met.

In order to meet the performance standard for the understory specimens in Planting
area 4B, GE proposes to plant a sufficient number of understory specimens in the
vicinity of the two existing shrub-planting patches to exceed the performance
standard. GE proposes planting a total of 36 understory specimens in Planting area
4B. The planting will occur in October or November 2004 and will be conducted in
accordance with the Work Plan. The plantings will be divided equally between the
four shrub species used onsite, northern arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum), silky
dogwood (Cornus amomum), winterberry (llex verticillata), and choke-cherry
(Prunus virginiana), depending upon species availability.

Planting area 10 met the performance standard for canopy vegetation, though 1t did
not meet the performance standard (by two plants) for understory specimens. The
negative variance for understory specimens represented a notable decrease in
understory plants from what was observed in the May monitoring visit. It is not
certain whether the increased variance was the result of counting difficulties due to
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August 2004 Trip Report Page 4
Upper % Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

the plant growth within the planting area, or was actually the result of a loss of
understory specimens. Area 10 met the performance standard for invasive species.
Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard.

In order to meet the performance standard for the understory specimens in Planting
area 12, GE proposes to plant a sufficient number of understory specimens in the
vicinity of the existing shrub-planting patch to exceed the performance standard. GE
proposes planting a total of 8 understory specimens in Planting area 12. The planting
will occur in October or November 2004 and will be conducted in accordance with
the Work Plan. The plantings will be divided equally between the four shrub species
used onsite, northern arrowwood, silky dogwood, winterberry, and choke-cherry,
depending upon species availability.

6. Planting areas 6, 6A, 7 and 8A were just below the performance standard for canopy
specimens (negative variance of 1). However, recent construction activities in these
areas have resulted in the removal of a number of canopy specimens. It is understood
that canopy species will be replanted in compensation for the specimens lost. No
understory patches were planted in these areas. The performance standard for

i invasive species was met for part of these planting areas. Herbaceous coverage was

close to the performance standard.

7. Planting areas 8, 9, 9A, 11, 11A met the performance criteria for canopy and
understory species red-osier dogwood, and invasive species. While a grape patch was
planned for planting area 9A, it was never planted due to a lack of stock. However, a
sufficient number of wild grapes have colonized across this combination of planting
areas to meet the performance standard. Herbaceous coverage was close to the
performance standard.

8. The canopy species performance standard was met for Planting Area 12. This
planting area was just below the understory performance standard with a negative
variance of 1. The red-osier dogwood performance standard was met. The grape
vine performance standard was met. Herbaceous coverage was close to the
performance standard. This planting area met the performance standard for invasive
species.

In order to meet the performance standard for the understory specimens in Planting
area 12, GE proposes to plant a sufficient number of understory specimens in the
vicinity of the existing shrub-planting patch such that the performance standard is met
or exceeded. GE proposes planting a total of 8 understory specimens in Planting area
12. The planting will occur in October or November 2004 and will be conducted in
accordance with the Work Plan. The plantings will be divided equally between the
four shrub species used onsite, northern arrowwood, silky dogwood, winterberry, and
choke-cherry, depending upon species availability.

o)

|
x
o

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Aug. Veg, Monitoring Rpt\37541550TripRpt.doc




o

o

R

we

E

W

August 2004 Trip Report Page 5
Upper ¥: Mile Restoration Project
November 8, 2004

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The performance standards for canopy species, understory species, red-osier
dogwood, and invasive species were all met for planting area 13. Herbaceous
coverage was close to the performance standard.

The performance standards for canopy species, understory species, red-osier
dogwood, grape vines and invasive species were all met for planting area 14.

The only metric to be evaluated in planting area 15 (the power line corridor) was red-
osier dogwood, which met the performance standard.

Canopy species, red-osier dogwood, and invasive species performance standards were
met for planting area 16. An understory patch was not planted in this area.
Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard.

Canopy species, red-osier dogwood, and invasive species performance standards were
met for planting area 17. An understory patch was not planted in this area.

Herbaceous coverage was close to the performance standard.

Protective screens were placed around the canopy specimens in the fall of 2001.
These screens continue to provide good protection from herbivorous animals.

Invasive control activities are on-going and are being performed along the banks of
the entire Upper 2 Mile Reach.

The specific results of the monitoring visit are presented on Tables 2 through 7.

The following recommendations are made regarding possible remedial actions along the
streambank to address performance standard issues in the planted vegetation:

1.

It is recommended that select canopy specimens in most planting areas be pruned
back. Because of the growth patterns of the young trees, several specimens have
broken off part way up their trunks as a result of high winds. Pruning would allow
for a more extensive development of the tree trunk, thereby preventing such loss of
trees. As such, it is recommended that the arborist implement a program of
selectively pruning the large planted specimens (primarily box-elder) to ensure the
proper development of these trees.

It is recommended that sufficient understory specimens be planted in Planting area
4B, 10, and 12 to meet the performance standard.

The next monitoring visit is tentatively scheduled for May 2005.
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TABLE 1

AQUATIC MONITORING INSPECTION RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

General weather observations: Cloudy, temperature approximately 72°, occasional rain showers

Approximate Start Time: 0900

GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Daily stream flow at time of monitoring (based on USGS Station #01197000, Coltsville, MA): 54 cfs

General observations: Because of the ponding effect from the Elm Street dam erected by the USEPA as part of the 1.5 Mile Reach Remedial Action, water levels were high

especially at the downstream end of the Upper ¥z Mile Reach. Additionally, water was very turbid, making underwater observations difficult.

SRR

Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
Little observed
variation incurrent, | _ ., . Interior sections of '
B Single wing water velocity ofzdgfliencfoerpT 1gfifnpoxnt None observed Sagittaria latifolia deflector ~50% \é\é?:d¥rgebgg \évas
deflectors apparently below the depth over ,deﬂector Vallisneria americana covered in d eﬂegct Orpp y
fower limit of the P sediments
velocity meter
Little observed ) - : Armor stone at
variation in current, frfnttgfzﬁgsltrr‘ei?gm n surface of
Three-boulder water velocity streambed just
C cluster apparently below the ggwg:trr,ezar;ngfdepth None observed None observed upstream of cluster; None
lower limit of the downstream boulder no sediment
velocity meter deposition
Little observed ~2't0 2.8"in depth Lﬂig?egoxﬂe\}:’y tati D tional
variation in current, upstream of boulder line | One caddis fly larva includin /;o/ gfufnlon' COeVpe?’zldOb alarea Boulders near island
c Island & water velocity edging the island; (Order Trichoptera) ons /vgnicuyg silts/sand %etw are causing scouring in
Boulders apparently below the | second boulder in line seen on armor stone Ie’o/ yonum am‘ hibium isI:nz gnd n ngenn the immediate area;
lower limit of the mostly covered with soft | upstream of island L f}z/gum sa /‘c?rﬁl? nd ! bank orther good cover
velocity meter silt/sand V}grben a ha’sta taa’ a a
Little observed
Three boulders | variation in current,
at border of Cell | water velocity ~1.5"10 2.2' of water .
C D and DNAPL apparently below the | over last boulder None observed None observed No Issues noted None
Cell lower limit of the
velocity meter
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TABLE 1
AQUATIC MONITORING INSPECTION RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
T!hrete-botulder Unable to find boulder
D 3 Usstg;?n o - - - - - cluster due to water
o?oell ge depth and turbidity
Little observed
G1 Three-boulder x/irt!:?sg'gwcg;irrent. 171028 None observed None observed No i ted dCOki)!chigg reto b
cluster apparently below the J'to 2. one observe one observe 0 issues note ebris; appears to be
lower limit of the good habitat feature
velocity meter
Only about 15 t0 25%
Little observed of the weir is still
variation in current, visible, the remainder
o water velocity 4 . . is buried in soft
G2/F2 W-weir apparently below the 171028 None observed None observed No issues noted silt/sand; portion that is
lower limit of the present appears to
velocity meter offer good cover for
aquatic organisms
Unable to find boulder
G3 ;};rsetzrboulder - - - - - cluster due to water
depth and turbidity
Little observed
G3/F3 Single boulder ~1.7 1028 None observed None observed No issues noted producing apparent
apparently below the DR -
lower fimit of the variation in velocity
velocity meter
Three-boulder
F3 cluster; . . _ N . Water was {00 deep to
upstream assess this feature
section of cell
Two-boulder
F3 cluster; middle - - - - . Water was too deep to
of cell ' assess this feature
Three-boulder
F3 cluster; N N B B B Water was too deep to
downstream assess this feature
section of cell
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GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

TABLE 1

AQUATIC MONITORING INSPECTION RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER "2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor General Notes
Cell Structure Current Velocity Streambed Depth Aquatic Biota Present Stone Layer
Water was too deep to
assess this feature
11741 Vortex weir - ~15 04 - - - fully; only 2 boulders
adjacent to northern
bank were found
H1 Boulder cluster - - - . - Water was too deep to
assess this feature
H2 Single boulder - - - - . Water was too deep to
assess this feature
Two-boulder
J1 cluster; below - - - . . Water was too deep to
vortex weir assess this feature
Three-boulder
J1 cluster; center - - - - - Water was too deep to
of cell assess this feature
Single-boulder;
J1 downstream - - - - . Water was too deep to
section of cell assess this feature
Little observed
variation in current, Armor stone was
“J’- boulder water velocity , , 1 crayfish (Order i !
J2 formation apparently below the 22'103.5 Decapoda) observed - apparent, little fine None
lower limit of the sediments presente
velocity meter
Single-wing Unable to find deflector
3 deflector - - - - - due to water depth and
turbidity
Boulder cluster; 1 boulder above water;
J3 upstream of - - - " N otherwise water was
weir too deep to assess this
feature
13/J3 Vortex rock weir - - - - - Water was too deep to
assess this feature
Three-boulder
3 cluster,; B N . N . Water was too deep to
doxfmstream of assess this feature
weir
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TABLE 1
AQUATIC MONITORING INSPECTION RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Aquatic Variations in Variations in Number of Different | Aquatic Macrophytes | Condition of Armor
Cell Structure Current Velocity

Streambed Depth

Aquatic Biota

Present

Stone Layer

General Notes

Three-boulder

Lyman Street
bridge

J3 cluster; center - - . . . Water was too deep to
of cell assess this feature
Single boulder,

i3 just upstream of

Water was too deep {0
assess this feature
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION —~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens )
Date Area Date Planted \ Performance Dead Variance Notes
Required Standard Non-stressed | Stressed Total .
1 May 00 210 168 139 12 151 0 -17 a b,c
5131 2 May 00 118 94 79 3 82 0 -12 d, e
2001 3 May 00 34 27 8 1 9 0 - 18 f
4, Cell G1 Oct 00 142 114 117 12 129 0 + 15 g, h
5 Oct 00 66 53 55 4 59 0 +6
1 May 00 210 168 71 52 123 1 - 45 j,h
8123 2 May 00 118 94 45 22 67 0 27 k'
2001 3 May 00 34 27 11 o 13 0 -14 {
4, Cell G1 Oct 00 142 114 51 55 106 41 -8 i, m
5 Oct 00 66 53 44 16 60 3 +7 fki
1 May 00 210 168 139 27 166 5 -2 o
2 May 00 118 94 69 20 89 0 -5 0
3 May 00 34 27 22 7 29 0 +2 ;
4A Qct 00 142 114 53 23 76 . 3 -38 0
5/20 4B June 01 256 205 139 58 197 7 -8 -
2002 10 Oct 01 126 101 120 4 124 1 +23
5 June 01 66 53 46 8 54 0 +1
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 113 an 60 26 86 3 -4 0
8, 9'191‘;‘: 15 Oct 01 95 76 108 5 113 2 437 D
1 May 00 210 168 175 3 178 0 +10 m,n
2 May 00 118 94 90 5 95 0 +1
3 May 00 34 27 25 1 26 0 -1
8/13 4A Oct 00 142 114 86 Sk 88 0 -26
2002' 4B June 01 . 258 205 201 1 202 0 -3
10 Qct 01 126 101 141 pa 1427 0 g
5 June 01 66 531 61 SOn L 64" B +11
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 143 90 102 =3 105 20, LA _
8, 9, 9A, 11, 11A . 06t 01 95 75 159 T e 0 bl
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens
| Date Area Date Planted Reatiired Performance Dead Variance Notes
quire Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 210 168 e 158 | 169 0 9 | mn
2 - May 00 s - 94 | R T B 0 84 0 = i jheas | o
3 . May 00 HeBh 27 27 £i03 27 ‘p-" 0.
4A Oct 00 w1425 114 - 89 S 80 o T 24
4B June 01 256 205 217 3 220 0 +15
10 " Oct 01 126 101 i 124 g 127 0 +26
5128/ 5] June 01 66' 53’ 52 1 53 0 0
2003 6, BA, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 113 90 ! 112 0 112 0 +22
8,9, 9A 11, 11A Oct 01 95 76 163 0 163 0 +87
12 | May/Oct 02 134 107 134 0 134 0 +27
13 May/Oct 02 70 ; 56 76 0 76 0 +20
14 Oct 02 150 120 163 1 164 0 +44
15 May 02 - - - - - - i) ---
16 Oct 02 8 _ 6 8 S0 8’ 0 +2
17 Oct 02 26 gl : 27 0 27 0 +6
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance N aasad Sesi Total Dead Variance Notes
Standard
1 May. 00 210 168 176 16 <[ et i) 423 m,n
2 May 00 118 94 IBRLTS Lans 76 0 1B
3 May 00 hekag 27 27 e 27" R Hohs
4A Oct 00 f42ir i | 114 g2’ 3 Ares [0 -19
4B’ June 01 256 1205 1243 R ey ] e R 438
10 Qct0f’ = | - 126 A0t 115 WS e e e +26
5 June 01 66 553 1% 50 B B o | RS
36101;, 6.6A.7,8A | JunelOctO1 113 90 . 136, SO 188 0 46
8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 95 76 103 G 103 0 +27
12 May/Oct 02 134 107 141 0 141 0 +34
13 May/Oct 02 70 56 71 0 71 0 +15
14 Oct 02 150 120 138 6 144 0 +24
15 May 02 gx & o o S — Syt
16 Oct 02 8 6 8 0 8 0 +2
17 Oct 02 26 21 25 R BT 0 4y 3
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER : MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION —~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Date Area Date Planted g: ;&:‘;ﬂ Per:::r%e:nce Moniforing Count < Live Specimens Dead Variance Notes
Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
48 | June 01 . 256 oL ERESeRR | RSP TR R B i M) +26
10 Octh1, il k128 101 W19 s 124 0 +23
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct01 | - 143 S0 el i D0 1 94 0 +1
8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct01 g5 76 P81, 7| o G e B ]
5124/ 12 | Meyloot02 | 1se . |0 o7 e e N R TR S R
2004 13 May/Oct 02 i BT A R T S 16
14 Oct 02 150 120 ‘{34 T e 1 R R [ U
15 May02 | . = e R R e
18 Oct02 | B e e BT T S e B T R
17 : Oct 02 26 B R4 s | R T e S e T
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION —~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Quantity Target Monitoring Count - Live Specimens .
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance Dead Variance Notes
equire Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total

4B June 01 256 205 231 1 232 0 +27

10 Oct 01 126 101 112 12 124 0 +23

8, 6A, 7, BA June/Oct 01 113 90 89 0 89 0 -1

8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 95 76 124 2 126 0 +50

‘ 12 May/Oct 02 134 107 131 0 131 0 +24

8/17/2004'

13 May/Oct 02 70 56 62 1 63 0 +7

14 Oct 02 150 120 132 2 134 0 +14

15 May 02

16 Oct 02 8 6 8 0 8 0 +2

17 Oct 02 26 21 24 0 24 0 +3

Notes on Canopy Surveys:

a. The stressed specimens were boxelder (5) and cottonwood (2).

b. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 2 black willows and 7 silver maples were identified.

c. Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastem cottonwood, boxelder, black cherry (Prunus serotina), American elm
(Ulmus americana), black willow, and red oak (Quercus rubra).

d. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 1 black willow and 10 silver maples were identified.

e. Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastern cottonwood, boxelder, red cak and black cherry.

f. No black willow or silver maples were noted. Herbivory is likely the cause of the loss.

g. Black willow and silver maple were significantly underrepresented in the count. Only 5 black willow and 10 silver maples were identified.

h.

Resprouted species that were cut during remedial activities included eastern cottonwood, boxelder, black cherry, American elm, black willow, red oak,
and shagbark hickory (Carya ovata). '

Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.
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TABLE 2
CANOPY MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER Y2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

[

Cottonwood and boxelder are the dominant species surviving in this area.

Resprouted species include black cherry, American elm, red oak, green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), speckled alder (Alnus rugosa), bigtooth aspen
(Populus grandidentata).
Resprouted species in this area include American elm, green ash, red oak, white willow (Salix alba).
. Resprouted species in this area include red oak and American elm.
Resprouted species in this area include black cherry and American elm.
Only other resprouted species was black cherry.
Only other resprouted species was American elm.

T oZ37
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TABLE 3
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ": MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
. Monitoring Count - Live Specimens
Quantit Target Performance .
Date Area Date Planted Requirescfi g Standard T Shescad Total Dead Variance Notes
1 May 00 - 146 117 93 B 97 SiilAtorE -20
5/31 2 MEY'D.U ] — S il ade L '“ "“ il
5001 3 May 00 73 58 56 1 B B =i I
. 4, Cell G1 Qct 00 73 168 54 8 62 03 +4 :
5 Oct 00 73 58 ‘68 4 72 R w4
1 ‘May 00 146 117 59 ‘34 93 s e c,d’
: 2 May 00 B = o = R £ s
8123 3 May 00 73 58" a7 T 2r 49 2 -9 g
2001 4, Cell G1 Oct 00 73 58 19 17 36 33 -22 d
5 Oct 00 73 58 44 19 63 7 +5 d
1 May 00 146 117 83 34 117 10 0 f
2 May 00 2 s = = B o = -
3 May 00 73 58 26 26 52 0 -6 i
- 4A Oct 00 73 58 24 19 43 4 15 f
2002 4B June 01 219 176 99 74 173 p# 2 f
10 Oct 01 73 58 54 20 74 0 +16 f.g
5 June 01 73 58 33 26 59 1 +1 i
B, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 i o Iy — il - o
8,9,9A, 11, 11A Qct 01 73 58 46 22 68 0 +10 a
1 May 00! 146 117 92 16 108 0 -9 c
2 May 00 - —_— - - - - -ee
3 May 00 73 58 . 52 200 54 0 e
e 4A Oct 00 73 58 BT 3R 40717 0 _-18
2002° 4B June 01 219 176 167 4 T e BT ) -4
10 Oct 01 73 58 T2 G 78 =0 +18
5 ~ June 01 . 73 58° 62 i 64 FEOE 46
1 6.6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 = o R i - . -
L 8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Qct 01 o733 58 69 e O 0 +12
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TABLE 3
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Monitoring Count ~ Live Specimens

Date Area Date Planted g::t:‘itrlgi Targeé; &:‘r;:::guance Non-strass:d Slressedp ol Dead Variance Notes
1 May 00 - 146 : R A e ol K T T R B R R T K
2 May 00 = S o ] e e L Rty 2 TR Z R g By L P
3 May 00 gk SRR e (sl o ) R R A i s TR
4A Oct00 73 58 _ 45 8, 51 k0 S
4B June 01 218 R - 148. 8 0 (O ) o e
10 Oct01 R L YRR e |2 B, T e e
Bl Ry June 01 s s ot R RGN O B - FIP e R gy

e 6,6A,7,8A | JunelOct01 | - | - | S U G U VR SRS D =

8.9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 73 58 58 s . oS O i

12 May/Oct02 | . .73 58 by 65 g 687 Mg 4T e,
13 May/Oct 02 73 AT S ERSRCT 1 66 | 0% | R
14 ' Oct02 146 117 154 3 157 0 +40
15 May 02" s £x; : HEENLN S e e
16 Octi02 vl 2 - — MR s — 1 s o 0
17 _ Octo2 |" < R S S e e A | PR T e
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TABLE 3
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ' MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantity Target Performance Monitoring Count - Live Specimens
Required Standard Non-stressed Stressed Total
1 May 00 146 117 1 95 O 1588 W0
2 May 00 = Rl : o= i il e e
3 May 00 73 58 EpEa T IRRSIIERN IV e T A el :

4A Oct 00 73 58 e oy ST 1 b2 | ER I ey
4B JuneO1 | 218 R R el TS R
10 Oct 01 e et LSO S I | e S SRR .

5 June 01 T8 e B s R S I e AR

6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 e o : i il EX s v ok s iR L
8,9, 9A, 11, 11A Oct 01 Aw T 65" AR e i Ry Al ¢ i e
12 May/Qct02 | 73 e8 i e SRy iy N R R T
0

Date Area Date Planted Dead Variance Notes

<3
ig

lololalalall
Lfy
[ 5]

912/
2003°

N

13 May/Oct 02 73 : ke 67 68 +10.
14 Oct 02 1485 7 qag " 148 | SR
15 ~ May 02 o = R AT B MRS R R M R
16 QOct 02 R e s s AR T e L S s g o A

ololola
&
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TABLE 3
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER Y MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Date Area Date Planted ,?: qa 3?31 Targaé::_lrdf::anance et bl U Dead Variance Notes
Non-stressed Stressed Total
4B June 01 2000 o R A e R | P R
10 Oct 01 73 P 58 : R ¢ G iy Koty R b 50 320
6, BA, 7, 8A. June/Octo1 | & = T e, R S R S e LA
8,9,9A, 11,11A | Octol 73 ST e e e e A oy
5124/ 12 May/Oct 02 e (T L Y oo s s e - vl e T
20047 18 | MayOcto2 73 AR 62 R e G b
14 | octoz 146 : 1L 152 et e e L Bl 0 435
15 May 02 - ' e S A (o e N S RS = i
16 - Oct02 R ) IR S e AT e R
17 . Oct02 o Bt e | SRSt e (o -
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TABLE 3
UNDERSTORY MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ' MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Date Area Date Planted g:(?&??é Targeétl: ir;::dmance Monitoring Count - Live Specimens Dead Variance Notes
Non-stressed Stressed Total
4B June 01 219 175 149 0 149 0 -26
10 Oct 01 73 58 53 3 56 0 -2
6, 6A, 7, 8A June/Oct 01 - - - - - - -
8,9, 9A, 11, 1A Oct 01 73 . 58 64 0 64 0 +6
8/17/2004° 12 May/Oct 02 73 58 57 0 57 0 -1
13 May/Oct 02 73 58 62 0 62 0 +4
14 Oct 02 146 17 157 0 157 0 +40
15 May 02 - - - - - -
16 Oct 02 - - - - - -
17 Oct 02 - - - - -

Notes on the Understory Surveys:

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Aug. Veg. Monitoring Rpt\37541550Tables2-7.doc

a.
b.
c.

d.

fasal >}

No understory specimens were planted in this area.
54 understory specimens were originally planted in May 2000. An additional 18 specimens were planted in October 2000,

Overall survival of the understory species is skewed towards the plot located in the western end of Area 1. There is very good survival in that plot and very poor
survival in the plot located in the eastern end of Area 1.
In general, serviceberry had the poorest survival and tended to be that species with the greatest demonstrated stress.

Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.

In general, winterberry hollies appeared to have begun sprouting and putting on leaves when they were hit with frost. Stress appeared to be cold induced. Also,
serviceberries that were stressed in 2001 appeared to be a very good condition.
One shrub clump was moved from Area 10 to Area 11 at the request of the trustees
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TABLE 4
RED-QOSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Monitoring Count®
Target g
Quantity . Meets target
Date Area Date Planted Perform g t: t
Required Stan d:::fe Gapidlir;st;:g\:;:;?‘tz:lne. performance standard, Comments Notes
g < 4 foot on center,
1 May 00 82 66 101 (by count) TS e
2 ay 00 53 £ o 22 b
3 | = :
531/ = May 00 11 9 13 (by count) .
2001 P Oct 00 74 59 74 (by count) 5
5 Oct 00 = = = NS b
First 100' - 10 foot section
First 100" (Partial) Second 100" - 20 foot
May00 B % Second 100' (Partial) - _section
_ : . Third 100" :
2 May 00 o = SRR 5
823/ 7 g May 00 11 9 -~ - 100%
2001° , Cell : : o Sparse western 50, with no
G1 Oct 00 74 59. . Partial et e A o
5 Oct 00 - - " AT B . =
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TABLE 4
RED-QOSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Monitoring Count’
Date Area Date Planted Quantity PerI::gztnce Gaps in Dogwood Line Meets target performance Comments Notes
Required Standard Missing Plants standard, <4 foot on
center
First 100" (Partial) First 100’ ~ 50 foot section
; Second 100’ (Partial) Second 100" - 20 foot
1 May 00 &2 66 Third 100" (Partial) ~ section
Third 100" — 20 foot section
Fourth 100" - 100%
P May 00 - - - b
- 50% of first 50 feet is
May 00 11 9 Partial Sparse : .
First 100" - 100% -Tﬁin for é_int!r-a section,
4A Oct 00 74 59 Second 100" - 100% - water stress in some
Third 100'~100% " . sections’
5120/ : 5
2002° First 100! (Partial) F";ngsd 1§g.f°°2tosem‘i:‘t°“
' Second 100" (Partial) v
4B June 01 134 107 Third 100" (Partial) section”
: e “Third 100" — 20 foot. saction
) : Four!h 100" - 100%
10 Oct 01 = 74 = =
5 June 01 — L i : ; — b
6, 6A, 7, - First 100"~ Partial | 'First 100'-—rnissing first 30 I8
BA = | SHne/Ock 0t % i Second 100~ 100% .+ | = footsection B
S SR 00 Rorial) 18 dead red:osier i
Second 100 (Partial) 3
8,9, 9A, ; - : dogwuods identified Al
11.11A QOct 01 82 66 Third 100" (Partial) 2 everthe Iangth oﬁhisf 8
! N Fourth:100° (Partial) = 4 I8
Fifth 100" (Partial) - s
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER "z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Quantit Target Monitoring Count’
Date Area | Date Planted Re uiregl Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line, Meets target performance Comments Notes
9 Standard Missing Plants standard, <4 foot on center
First 100"~ Gaps at 17" {0 23' gk
interval, 33" to 38" interval, and _
61' 1o 69" interval ; AN T
1 May 00 82 66 Second 100" — Gaps at 7' fo Fourth 100
10" interval
Third 100" - Gap at 60 foot
paint
5 May 00 i, it j B o £ A e
Gap in the red-osier do_gwéod '
g May.00 1 2 band at the 70'to 100’ interval i
: First 100’ — Gap at the 0 to 20" : i e
4A Oct 00 74 59 interval and the 89" to 100’ SO Waier stighsin some
\ SRl T_ir 100 .~ sections
8/13/ : : - :
2002° First 100" - Thin at 70 to 100’ T
4B June 01 134 107 interval : : S?ﬁ?rgc;égp
Fourth 100" — Thin at 90" point e PR
10 Oct 01 Bt RN Meh G el S TR R ) I A [hi
5 June 01 - AR S o | T R e P
ST - e S T [ R e Wi o ot T
8A June/Oct 01 : 89 71 . e T ) S_ecdﬁ'i:!i:;ﬂ.dﬂ' e : (o (3
I R Lol R e - 18 dead red-osier
G LT i1 82 - 66 S e T E o, R b dogwoods {dentified « |~ -
11, 11A : ; Fourth 100" - Missing, 1 plant Third 100 _—_—.-Ifa__rtla_l el £ c\{er_thg,-llength .gf ,thls.'"" ;
S : Sl s B streteh ™'~
Date Area | Date Planted | Quantity Target Monitoring Count® Comments Notes
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Required

Performance
Standard

Gaps in Dogwood Line,
Missing Plants

Meets target performance

5/28/
2003°

May 00

82

66

First 100'= Gaps at 30’ to 40’
Interval, and 80" to 100!
interval - |

Second 100’ — gaps at 105' to
119', 120 to 134’, 135"t0 200" -

intervals, all were cut back,
SOme new sprouts.
Third 100’ - plants at 201" to
280" had been topped

standard, <4 foot on center

Eitahé?ve‘ herbivgrﬁus
action on the plants.

May 00

May 00

11

Thin atthe 24’ to 50' interval,
_ severza|.gaps

4A

Oct 00

74

59

First 100’ — Plants in 0 to 33'
interval had been topped
Second 100" = Plants at 170"
to 200 interval were weak and
stressed
Third 100" - Plants at end of
planting area were gone..

4B

June 01

134

107

First 100’ — Topped at.60'to
«100° intﬁl‘\:la|

* Second 100’ = Plants all

present, but indications of
herbivory
Third 100" = Missing plants at

Fourth 100!
. Fifth 100"
~ Sixth 100'

10

Qct 01

211 and 285 foot points
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Monitoring Count®

; Target
Quantity
Date Area Date Planted Performance Meets target performance Comments Notes
Reguired Standard Gapsh;p Dlog\;?::t Line, standard, <4 foot on
Issing s center
5 June 01 = < - - B
: First 100"
6, 6A, 7, -, Second 100’
8A June/Oct 01 89 4l = ~ Third 100’ _ d
: Fourih 100! :
" First 100" i
P R B g =  Third 100! S
Fourth 100" ;
; : Fipst:100% e
12 May/Oct 02 67 54 — Second 100" — 1 dead plant
at 194’ and 1 at 198"
- ; Plants all present; though
13 May/Oct 02 59 47 - last three were topped
] All present; 26 plants
14 Oct 02, 48 38 = planted in right of way of
~ which 2 were missing
15 May 02 10 8 — L Missing 1
16 Oct 02 18 14 S Missing 1
17 Oct 02 27 22 a3 Al present
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER *%; MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION —~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Date Area Date Planted Quantity Pe;:rrngtnce morors Ch::;t: target performance Comments Notes
Required Standard Gapsw;lr:sg:gu;?::t;.ine. standard, <4 foot on
g center
I First100'- Gaps at 28’ to 39' e Y ; :
: Interval, and 81 1o 85' interval; e ‘Atotalof 17 RO
Second 100" — gaps at117' to Gl dogwood mlssm.. need
1 Mgay.00 Be 90 131; Y {'planttomest.
Third 100' ~ Gaps at 232’, 250' ; perfonnanca standard
10.262', and 2?5 to 300 ;
2 May 00 . — - Pl = o b
3 May 00 11 =9 ~ Allpresent.
i = b e K- 3 g l:: - e AIQ‘EII QfSRO s Y
5 SRS FirSHB@ Gaps at 18 to 33 :
912/ 4A Oct 00 74 59 | Second 100'=Gaps at 176!10 | dogwoods missing from
2003° : v 181' . plarjtlng area, meets i
: pezformanca standard
- (if 'S ", 7 tOlaI 0f4 RO
: First 100! - Gap at 69'10 75" R
4B June 01 134 107 Sixth 100'~Gapat 64710~ |« F _ ; d°9"“°°g missing from |
_ = S2p L F'ﬂh 100 - performance standard 4 b
10 Oct 01 s i i o : : DR ;
5 June 01 e = =3 o |
: : _First 100" ;
i %& | Junesoctot 89 7 = Second 100" S
: o Third 1007 © s
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TABLE 4

RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 'z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Monitoring Count®

Target
Quantity
Date Area Date Planted Required Performance Gaps in Dogwood Line, Meets target performance Comments Notes
Standard 2 standard, <4 foot on
Missing Plants center
8,9,9A _ Wi L4 L% dogwoods missing from
11.11A Qct 01 82 66 Second 100_1893;) at 177" to planting area, meets
Third 100 ~ Missing 1 pariiRngsandan
. ' b, Atotal of 20RO
First 100"~ Gap at 20’ to 25, ; - dogwoods missing fram
: j Second 100' - Gap at 196" to. > planting area, does not
12 May/Oct 02 67 54 s 200" DI (5 e mest parfﬂrmancg
: Third 100’ ~ Gaps at 200’ to i ~standard, 7 plants
242" and 271" to 300" needed to.meet the
i performance standard |
' e LR BURS e  E fis Meets performance
1 = ; SEE Ol MU I
3 May/Oct 02 59 47 Missing one plant "standard
: R : R R E I T 'Meets performance’
14 ol : S & ) /wieels periormance
Oct 02 48 38 M_I_ssmg one plant RN fandand
15 May 02 e 3 e e A Mthsperfcm';anca
- 19 - = < Missingtwoplants < | * TSR GRRGa,
16 QOct 02 SRR STl Meets performance
_ . 18 14 Mig_smg_.onp-_g!_am_: S e
17 Qct 02 27 22 - “Allpresent = = - it
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Monitoring Count”
Date Area Date Planted Quantity P r‘fl‘argat Meets target performance C ts Notes
Required ESt:;?aI:Ice Gaps in Dogwood Line, standa?d 24 oo oen -
" Missing Plants !
center
= T : Alotalof 22RO
; First, second, fourth, and
Third 100’ — Gap at 258", b d - dogwood missing from
48 June O 134 1ar Fifth 100' — Gap at 580" S"-F-‘*-' 1007 segment planting area, meets
parfon*nance standan:l
10 Oct 01 -— s i e . . b
: : First 100
0.0 T+ | June/Oct 01 89 7 L | Second 100" Mests gafga“"e d
_ Third 100" sentg
: ey B : e ' - First 100" - il ) _
S i ot 82 66 . . second 100’ Mesis performance |
11, 11A ; ; standard
5!24; i : AR f Thl!'d 100 P e
4 3 : RY : 3 T Firstiio0” TS0, e S ;
oA 12 | MayOct02 | 67 54 A4 Second 100 gete‘peropriance
. e e Third 1000 - standard
13 May/Qct 02 g : S A R o 'Meets perfomlance‘ ;
i :5 :1301 (;2_ 48 _ 38 : e I.._Mggsgqg‘ei_gﬁh_l plants . -'-_"standard'_"
"May 02 _ W s i -7 o Ty M
: e Rel . | Missingfiveplants © | ,erformance standard .
16 Oct 02 ; T e we s oS ... Meets performance
18 ! . e i
_14._ : | standard -
17 Oct 02 27 2BEEs A [ Mees performance
. e " standard
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TABLE 4
RED-OSIER DOGWOOD MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER "z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
. v a
Date Area Date Planted Quantity Per‘;‘:rrnggnce e Cn:::tts target performance Comments Notes
Required Standard Gapleinsgggv;?::t:me, standard, <4 foot on
g center

Meets performance

4B June 01 134 107 One gap at 580 feet standard

10 Oct 01 -~

6, BA, 7, e Meets performance

BA June/Oct 01 89 71 Missing one plant standard
8,9, 9A, o Meets performance

11, 11A Oct 01 82 66 None missing standard
12 May/Oct 02 67 54 Missing two plants Moets tperdfo’ hance

8/17/2004° Ve snrfarm
o eets performance

13 May/Oct 02 59 47 - None missing standard
. Meets performance

14 Oct 02 48 38 --- Missing one plant standard
15 May 02 - Meets performance

10 8 - Missing one plant standard
16 Oct 02 . Meets performance

18 14 Missing one plant standard
. Meets performance

17 Oct 02 27 22 e None missing standard

Notes on Red-Osier Dogwood Surveys:

o aow

Based on discussions with the Trustees during the 8/23/2001 monitoring event, it was agreed that individual counts of red-osier dogwood would not be made.
Instead, based on visual observation, it would be identified which parts of the bank did not meet the original planting scheme of one plant every 4 feet. If that standard

was not met, then remedial plantings would be utilized to establish the red-osier dogwood to that required density.
No red-osier dogwoods were planted in this area.
Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.

In these areas; 57 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 6 and 32 red-osier dogwood were planted in Area 8A, none were planted in Areas 6A and 8A.
In these areas; 6 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 8, 32 red-osier dogwood were planted in Area 9A, 14 red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 11, and 30

red-osier dogwoods were planted in Area 11A.
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TABLE 5
GRAPEVINE MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target Monitoring Count - Wild
Date Quantity Live Specimens Grapes or Comments
Date Araa Planted Required Pt;rtf:rr‘r::'%ce Non- st d Total Dead Grape
stressed Te5SeC | Vines Patches
5131/ 1 22 18 22 - S0 22 0 0 &
2001 May 00 . “e _
8/23/ ; ol i £ 1= e e
See(» 1 May 00 22 18 8 8 16 . 8 0 : 7fe
1 May 00 22 18 Oia 6 0 =R =
5/20/ . = el
sooor | B [ wneor | 22 18 0 5" Brle 00 N
9A Oct 01 2 — = - - =y B bR
813/ . ; i e
20028 48 June 91 22 18 0 13 13 Bl 0 &
9A Oct 01 e = =R = = = e Pl = : A _
N : s iy S B : ,_The number of plantad Qrap served in this plot
1 May 00 22 18 oL g gseel. " |'does not meet the performance criteria. No native
. plants abserved in this plot to mpensate
; 5 | While the number uf*plamed i S
; _ e 1wild'pj,ant of. indwldual native graps
5/28/ 8 June 01 22 18.. 9 0 -9 |- 0| and several | area did not meet the 2 Itena. several
5003 ' : i S plots | large plots with numerous pjants did cumpensate for
_ i - | thelack of individual plants.”
: e P LR St e .| The number of planted‘grapes plus the numberof
12 Oct 02 22 18 CASTRENAIEL0 13 0 3 | individual native grape plants:noted in this planting
- . ; S a0 | areadid not meet the perfannance criteria (L
14 Oct 02 22 1SS SADT 0 |18 | To| er0 ) Performance criteria, mat Vet
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TABLE 5
GRAPEVINE MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Monitoring Count -

Target Live Specimens Wild
Date Area Date Quantity | oo tormance Dead | Grapesor Comments
Planted | Required Siahdard Non Total Grape
Stressed | S€5%¢d | yines Patches
- : : |2 | Thenumber of planted grapes observediin this plot -,
1 May 00 22 18 : 4 1 14 0 23 _does not meet the performance criteria. However a -
| ' TS % | large number of wild grapes an nowgrowing As
L : such, exceeds performance standard ;
! X e s | The number of planted grapes pius the number of
48 June 01 22 18 4y ) 9t f individual native grape plarnits noted in this p}animg
912/ : ' ' area meets the performance criteria.
2008° j | ; = 5 : S The|
2 | Octoz |22 e Bl Y e R S T '_‘”mb“”’fplamadgmpes p]”?jt,ha Hpoanor -
14 Oct 02 22 e i AR R e
R : 5 T S N Tha num erofplantadgna s plusth _numbaraf
4B June 01 22 18 28 R [ 0 23;::2'3 | individual native grape plants noted in thi _.-.plantlng
= ) i ZSH 2R i 'are meets the performa '
8,9, 9A%, = 5 o AT e w:ld | The number ofundivldua alwagrape plants notediin
524/ 11, 11A = 195 =3 b itk 1 'piéﬁ't.i's" " | this planting area- meets the perfarmance critana i
2004° | ol . : _| without the aid of sugﬂement_ql_g!antin_g
: T S [ The number of planted grapes. plts the numbenof
12 Oct 02 22 18 ; A5 0 S O 1;;%?2: *| Individual native grape plan oted in thls plantlng |s
: i 1 e below the performance criferia.
14 Oct 02 22 Sl ST g Y Sl ooy o k- vt ) ‘3119 number. of planted grapes meets the parfonﬂance
| : - < . ety e U< IS it B fenar g i
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TABLE 5
GRAPEVINE MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Monitoring Count -
Date Quantity Target Hive Specimens Gr:;\'l)gcs! or
Date Area R Performance Dead Comments
Planted Required Standard Non- Total Grape
stressed Stressed Vines Patches
The number of planted grapes plus the number of
4B June 01 22 18 10 0 10 0 33 individual native grape plants noted in this planting area
meets the performance criteria.
8,9, 9A”, The number of individual native grape plants noted in
11 11A - 22 18 0 0 0 0 45 this planting area meets the performance criteria,
8/171 ’ without the aid of supplemental planting,
2004° The number of planted grapes plus the number of
12 Oct 02 22 18 3 0 3 19 individual native grape plants noted in this planting area
meets the performance criteria,
The number of planted grapes plus the number of
14 Oct 02 22 18 18 0 8 0 26 individual native grape plants noted in this planting area
meets the performance criteria.

Notes on Grape Vine Surveys:

a. Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event

b. Due to limitations in stock, this area has not been planted with grape vine as scheduled. However, based on comments made by the trustees on the 2003 Upper %
Mile Monitoring Results Report, this area will be monitored for natural regeneration of grape vines
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION -~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

"I Yarget General Monitoring Results i l
| Date | Area Pl[; :ttee d Pgtf::;::’ce {Total Percent Herbacegus Coverage) Pesrtf:::::jce Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
First 100" ~50% coverage
Second 100' ~80% coverage
1 May.00 0% Third 100' ~85% ocn.ve_rageg
Final 60' ~50% coverage
8/23 2 May 00 100% - ~75% coverage
2001? 3 May 00 100% = ~85% coverage
First 100" ~45% coverage
4 Cell G1 Oct 00 100% Second 100" ~75% coverage
] Third 100" ~B5% coverage
G Oct 00 100% : 70% 'cOiteragg !
@ First 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100" ~90% coverage
1 May00 | . 100% : “Third 100"~00% covera gg
_ Final 60" ~80% coverage
2 May 00 . 100% ~85% coverage
3 May 00 1 100% ~85% coverage.
{ ~ First 100" ~50% coverage
6120 4A Qct 00 100% Second 1 00 ~65% coverage |
2002° Thi.r.c_i 100 -<80% E:pverage
_First 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100" ~85% coverage
48 June 01 100% Third 100° ~85% coverage
Fourth 100' ~75% coverage
Fifth 100' ~75% coverage ; ; 22
First 100' ~85% coverage S B TNS:
| 19 Sa 1a0% Second 100 ~85% coverage il
l 5 June 01 100% ' ~75% coverage

VAGE_Housatonic_Upper_Half_Mile\Reports and Presentations\2004 Aug. Veg. Monitoring Rpi\37541550Tables2-7.doc



] Vi S L L ]
TABLE 6
HERBACEQUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target . Meets
General Monitoring Results
| Date Area sztt‘:d Peg::;rg:&ce (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Pesrtf:;réa:;ce Comments
' (Cover) (Yes/No)
6, %’:‘ 7. é‘é?gi 100% ~ ~70% coverage :
First 100' ~70% coverage
8,9, 9A, u Second 100’ ~50% coverage
11,11A | Qa0 106% Third 100" ~75% coverage
' Fourih 100' — 30% mveragg
s Oyerall ~90%.
First 100’ : S A A o
0 0,33 interval ~50%; upper 67’ For some areas of herbaceous cover thal are less than
- . foot ~95%; : - -100%, reason for lack of coyerage appears to be
s to 35" interval ~80%; 35' to 65" related to dry weather and! Iaq.k of rain, some areas had
1 interval ~85%; small patehes (less than one square foot) that might | be
80" interval ~95%; bare as a result of poer soll, only one location in the -
«-Second 100’ - First 100 foot Interval that will be handled through a
ntewal ~85%; 75 ~05%; requnse action to correct'site conditions.
813/ 100" ~100% coverage ' e :
20027 Final B0 ~100% coverage
. Rrrg “Herbaceous cover in this-area tends to be thinner -
o . towards the top of the slope some of the'lack of
f o R . coverage appears to be because of lack of rain and
2, AEDvcoverage poorsoil, .One area withln this planting area should be-
; addressed thruugh a response action to correct the -
S AL poor coverage :
3 & 0% at top of slopa. -—95% oovarage at : Response actlons are: proposed for 0na segment of thls
'i. bottom of s;lopa ' planting area A
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER *%: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target Meets
General Monitoring Results
i Date Area Pg:‘; d Pesr::;r:aa:;ce (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Pesr::;?:i:fe Comments
(Cover) - (Yes/No)
W= e
4A Oct 00 100% Sgg:\c}ci?m ?‘,.’56%000‘;9\::%28 - Response actions are proposed for 4 segments of this
Third 100"~75% coverage piamingiarea:
'First 100' ~85% covarage
: o ~Second 100" ~93% coverage. Responsa ac’aons are proposed for one segrnenl of this
48 dune 01 100% Third 100" ~100% coverage planting area
Fourth 170" ~95% coverage
o )
10 Oct 01 100% s ::g:; 01%0 ?_Sgéu%coc\gr:‘%age Response action_s are prnposed for2 segmants of this
Third 100’  65% coverage ' _planting area.
~90% coverage overall; ~95% in eastern
5 June 01 100% sectlon, ~85% In the middle segment, with the _ Response actions are Iprn;posed for one segment of this
westemn slope being thin with a lot of debris PANING ATOA:
6, BA, 7, June/ 100% First 100" ~B5% with the top of slope being thin Rasponsa actions are proposed for one sagmant of thls
BA Oct 01 Second 100" ~85% . planting area ;
First 100" ~80% coveraga
8,9, 9A, Oct 01 100% Second 100" ~65% coverage Res;:onse actlons are propused for 2 sagments of this
11, 11A Third 100" ~90% coverage : : plantlng area ' .
Fourth 100’ ~80%. coverage -
, S:Er:; 2%07?,%?%“0‘;‘2{;3993 For some: ateas of herbaceuuslcover that are Iess than
1 May 00 100% Third 100'~85% coverage j 100% sqma areas had smali patches {Iess than one
2003* - Herbacanus cover in this area still tends to ba thinnar
o, ~OR0,
g May:99 100% 95% covalage 'towards the top of the slope
] o ~08D, = Herbaceous cover shows. definite 1mpr0vement afler:
s May. 98 100% 9% ragd ik . response actions-of previous year: '
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 'z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Performance Performance
Date Area Planted Standard (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Starutard Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
Vi [}
i Sk T00% SeF::r::lc} g%u g%gw:’%‘;?:%eg % Herbaceous caver shows 1rnpre_vsment ouer prewous
Third 100" ~90% coverage i year
' First 100" ~90% coverage
Second 100" ~90% coverage
| Third 100" ~95% coverage
o,
48 gtiae'0t 190% Fourth 100’ ~85% coverage
1 Fifth 100" ~100% coverage &
| Sixth 100" 95% coverage !
- First 100" ~95% coverage
10 Oct 01 100% Second 100’ ~95% coverage
Third 100" ~85% coverage
5 June 01 -100% ~95% coverage -
First 100! ~85% coverage
6, BA, 7, June/ 100% ' Second 100" ~05% coverage
8A Oct 01 et Third 100! ~95% coverage-
Fourth 100" ~05% coverage
- . First 100" ~100% coverage
8,9, 9A, Second 100" ~95% coverage
11, 11A | OctOf 100% Third 100' ~95% coverage
Fourth 100' ~90% coverage
May/Qct First 100° ~95% coverage
12 02 100% Second 100" ~90% coverage
13 Maoe 100% ~95% coverage
14 Oct 02 100% ~95% coverage i3
15 May 02 - 100% ~100% coverage £
16 Oct 02 100% ~ ~100% coverage
17 Oct02 [ . 100% ~100% coverage
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target . Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Area Pg:t; d Pesrtf::::::fa (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Pesrtf:;r:aarr:’ce Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
" A5 - - 4 I e o T e e s S P W g
Semtd.l ?EG. _?15 0’%:"0 ve\rggr:g % No"ih certaln. For areas of herbaceous coyer that are less than 100%,
1 May 00 100% Third 100'~95% Coverage é sotionar the areas had small patches (less than ‘one square foot),
Fmal 50; _95% oo 'raége s -t that might be.bare as a. rasult of poor soil
- e e AINE i =0 Herbaceous coverin this area sh!l tends to be thinner:
2 Ma . / ~ Sanne
y 00 ?‘00 % j 85% coverage No E ; fowards.the 10561 the slope
: Ly Herbaceous cover in this area still tends to be thlnnsr
3 May 00 1 : ~759 :
Y % ?5 3 cov_erage e _towards ths !op of lhe slopa
First 100" ~70% coverage eel
4A Oct 00 100% Second 100’ ~80% cove g e No Herbaceous cover shows |mprovemant ovar pre\nous
_Third 100’ ~85% coverage 5 kb
. et
SEL’:‘; c] 2%0 ‘-{-%g%mc\;raar?ga . ! For some areas of herbaceous cover that are lbas than
912/ Third 100' ~85% ooiféfa'g o : 100% the areas had bare: patchas of soil that. mlght be
2005 4B June 01 100% Fourth 100" FBE% cb#erage No ~ bare as a result oi poor soil conditions; much of the
Fifth 100" ~95% covéra ge . gaps in coverage were oriented towards the tup of ths
_ Sixth 100" 95% coverage. ' Fnank
! First 100" ~95% cbvarag o For some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than
10 Oct 01 100% Second 100! ~95% coverage No 100%, the areas had small patches (less than one
Third 100" ~85% coverage square foot) that might be bare as a result'of poor soil
conditions
5 June 01 100% " ~90% coverage No
6, 6A. 7, Jiiter 'F'lrst_;100_' ~85% coverage . For some areas of herbaceous cover that are less than
8A Oct 01 100% Second 100' ~90% coverage No +100%, the areas had patches that might be bare as a
Third 100" ~80% coverage ] : : rasult of poor soili conditions
8,9, 9A, : First 100’ ~90% coverage S -Forsome areas of herbaceous'cover that are less than
11, 11A Oct 01 100% Second 100' ~90% coverage No * = 1 100%, the ¢ areas had bare patches.of soil that might be
- Third 100' ~85% coverage L _bare as a result of poor soil
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER

GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION ~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Area Pl?a f:; d Pesr':::::gce (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Pesrtf:l:r::rr:ice Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
ineie. A - First 100" ~95% coverage e
12 May9et | 100% Second 100" ~80% coverage No
Third 100° -90% coverag_e |
13 Magfzod ' 100% _~90% coverage. No i
14 0ct02 | - 100% ~90% coverage N
15 May 02 - 100% ~85% coverage AN i
16 Oct 02 100% ~85% coverage No
17 Oct02 | " 100% ~85% coverage ‘No
‘First 100"~90% coverage = = :
S.?ﬁﬁm ggp_;gg?wcg;ggge Herbaceous cover appears to.be closing in, except
4B June 01 100% Fourth 100" ~95% coverage No under canopy-specimens {wh:ch is allowed under
Fifth 100" ~95% Coverage Monitoring Plan). Most bare areas are small in nature
Sixth 100" 95% coverage
5124/ : ' Herbaceols cover appears to be ciosing in, except
2004° First 100" ~80% coverage under canopy specimens (which is allowad under
10 Oct 01 100% Second 100’ ~95% coverage No Monitoring Plan), For some areas of herbaceous cover
. Third 100’ ~95% coverage that are less than 100%, the areas had small patches
(less thanone square foot)
Herbaceous cover appears to be closing in, except
6.6A 7 JiRel : First 100' ~90% coveraga under canopy specimens (which is allowed under
! 8 Tl Oct 01 100% Second 100' ~95% coverage “No Monitoring Plan). For some areas of herbaceous cover
Third 100" ~95% coverage : that are less than 100% the areas had palches that
T T Aol mughl be bare as a result of poor soil conditions
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOQOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION —~ PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
t Target Meets
. General Monitoring Results
| Date Area Pl[;?:tz d PESI‘I:;Z'I:::‘CE (Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) P;r::::::rr:’ca Comments
(Cover) (Yes/No)
; ~Herbaceous cover appears to be closing in, except
~OF0,
8.9 OA S:g:::r] 9‘%0 ﬁgg‘ymf_?gﬂg B under ¢ ‘canopy’ spscimens (which'is allowad under
EREESEPS Oct 01 100% : 2 No. Manllonng Plan). For some areas of herbaceous cover
1, 11A * Third 100' ~95% coverage ; _ f
Fourth 100" ~95% covera e i _that are less than 100%, the areas had bare patches of
98" J 3% SOI[ 1hal mlgh! be hara as a result of | poor soﬂ
. First 100" ~85% coverage - | e R . e : ;
12 MagIZOCI 100% Second 100" ~80% coverage e ST
2 Third 100‘ -90% ooverage ' P 8 i ;
M ayiO ) 2 _ il PN e Sume Iassening of harbacqous covsrage over prewoua
13 02 100% _ -85% coverage : =], [ ele year will check in August to verify' whathar this is'a
s il winter relat phen mena.
v a5 e e e Some lessening of herbaceous coverage over previous
14 Oct 02 100% ~80% coverage ' No check in Au ust to verify whether thisisa
: ' Sl : winter rela ad phanomena
15 May 02 100% - ; o ' i 3
17 Oct 02 100% ~90% coverage 5 N
First 100" ~85% coverage
Second 100" ~100% coverage
i Third 100" ~95% coverage Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
48 duniai01 0% Fourth 100" ~100% coverage No standard. No significant bare areas.
817/ Fifth 100' ~100% coverage
2004° Sixth 100' 95% coverage
Herbaceous cover appears to be closing in, except
]' First 100’ ~80% coverage under canopy specimens (which is allowed under
{ 10 Oct 01 100% Second 100" ~95% coverage No Monitaring Plan). For areas of herbaceous cover that
£ Third 100" ~80% coverage are less than 100%, the bare spots were small (less
i than one square foot)
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TABLE 6
HERBACEOUS GROUNDCOVER MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target s Meets
General Monitoring Results
Date Performance Performance
Date Area Planted Standard {Total Percent Herbaceous Coverage) Standard Comments
{Cover) (Yes/No)
. , Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
6, 6A, 7, June/ 100% Serzc;?\td1$(())0' ?fg/&gozg\i?: e No standard. Only significant bare areas appear to be
8A Oct 01 ’ Third 100" ~100% OCOV era 2 associated with recent construction at first section of
° g this planting area.
First 100" ~100% coverage
8,9, 9A, Oct 01 100% Second 100" ~95% coverage No Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
11, 11A ’ Third 100’ ~95% coverage standard. No significant bare areas.
- Y
12 May/Oct 100% SF"St 100 ,95 /oocoverage N Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
02 © eqond 100" ~95% coverage 0 standard. No significant bare areas
Third 100’ ~100% coverage ) )
May/Oct - Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
3 02 100% 95% coverage No standard. No significant bare areas.
Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
~ 0,
14 Oct 02 100% 95% coverage No standard. No significant bare areas.
Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
0, ~ 0,
15 May 02 100% 95% coverage No standard. No significant bare areas.
N Herbaceous cover almost meets the performance
16 Oct 02 100% 95% coverage No standard. No significant bare areas.
17 Oct 02 100% 100% coverage Yes

Notes on Herbaceous Coverage Surveys:

a.

Joint GE/Trustee monitoring event.
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TABLE 7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER *: MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
Target
Date Performance | Monitoring Resuits Pe rfh;fl?r::nce
Date Area 9 Standard (Percent Invasive ; Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted P Objectives
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species)
: Fratel | bittersweet, purple loosestrife, oemmen mulleln, bittersweet
1 May 00 3 _nightshade, buckthorn
2 May 00 <5% bittersweet, buckthorn, Norway maple, winged euonymus
31232 3 May 00 < 5% _bittersweet, Morrow's honeysuckle, purple loosestrife.
2001 ootiod <59% ‘bittersweet; Japanese barberry, Morrow's honeysugkle,
4, Cell G1 ik bittersweet nightshade, Norway maple, buckthorn
Japanese knotweed, bittersweet Japanese barberry. purple o
i 5 Qcten <% e 1) |oosestrife !
| o First 100" <5% : 7 .
5 ; r <R , i
20%?23 1 May 00 < 5% S?ﬁﬁ,;ci (1)30 .é;gf buckthorn, bittersweet, Japanese barberry, garlic mustard
Final 60" <5%
; R bittersweet, buckthom. Morrow's honeysuckle Norway Maple
9 .
May 00 < 5% Approximately 5% cypress spurge.
May 00 <.5% Approximately 10% bitterswaet, buckthorn, Men'ew 5 I‘tuneysuckle cypress 5purge
First 100' ~15% -
4A Oct 00 <5% Second 100" ~10% gglr_:zngut;i!sh bmuﬁ:ftg{;rra rose, Nerwey maple, Morrew s
Third 100 <5% YoHase: i
First 100" <10%
! Second 100" <10%: : i A A
i 4B June 01 <5% Third 100" <10% Norway maple, bittersweet and garlic mustard .
Fourth 100" 0% W ' e ;
Fifth 100" 0%
10 Oct 01 <5% <5% | None noted =~ ‘& i
: T Japanese knotweed, Morrow's honeysuckle, buckthom
2 Sthecs Sk 2k blltersweet ‘multiflora rose i
6, BA, 7, Ju ; T : s o
) 8A Oc{‘g’; <5% <6% burning:.bush. garlic mustard, _bgg_lst_hgrn'
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TABLE 7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS
AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
| Target
Dat Performance | Monitoring Results Perfn:.:mﬁ:nce
Date Area o Standard (Percent Invasive A Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted : Objectives
(Invasive Species)
5 (Yes/No)
Species)
- First 100" <5% - :
8.9.9A -Second 100! <5% - _
11 11A. Oct 01 <5% Third 100" <5% None noted
f Fourth 100" <5%
Fifth 100" <5%
First 100" ~5% : : A -
= LIPS ) j ! Al 4 o :
1 May 00 <5% S‘?r??rgi Sgo 4_5:‘1/" buckthorn, bittersweet, garlic mustard, purple loosestrife
Final 60" ~5% S ey
2 May 00 <5% ~10% . CYPIOSS'SPUIge: i ;
3 May 00 < 5% ~5% bltterswee: buckthorn Merrowahoneysuckie cypress spurga
" First 100 ~5% ;
jigk st Morrow's hanaysuckle buckthorn bstterswaat purple
A et 8 S_?ﬁggd1 glgp-sge%- |oosestrifa cypress spurge : AL
8/13/ First 100’ ~5% 5
3 = ‘Second 100" ~5% Norway rnaple purpta Ioosestrife bittersweet ahct garhc
2002 4B June 01 <5% Third 100" ~5% mustard, . :
Fourth 170" <5% :
10 Oct 01 <5% ~5% Purple loosestrife :
2 Japanese knotweed, Morrow's haneysuckle buckthorn.
5 June 01 < 5% 5% blttersweat :
6, 6A, 7, June/ First 100! ~5%
8A Oct 01 <5% Second 100’ <5% garllc mustard, bﬂterswaat
First 100’ <5% . ; . A7)
8, 9, 9A, Second 100" <5% : e S e I et (o
11, 11A Oct 01 <5% "Third 100" ~5% purple loos_eslr_l_,f_%.\__\|ttq§§waet.__qaﬁ:c_m_us_)ard_, c_gpress__slp,grg_e _
Four!h 100' <5% : = ' o ; e - !
5198/ AR FIrsHOO' ~5% i o
2003 3% s‘?ﬂﬂ 00 --5-;% | bittersweet, garlic mustard. - .
Final'60": <6% et 5
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TABLE 7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER ¥z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Meets
Date Performance | Monitoring Results Esioiaarice
Date Area . Standard (Percent Invasive : Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted . Objectives
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species) -
2 May 00 < 5% ~10% i cypress spurge, bittersweet, garlic mustard
3 May 00 <s% | T =% | bittersweet, cypress spurge, gariic mustard
First 100" ~10% b
4A Cct 00 <5% Second 100" ~7% bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic' mustard
Third 100" <5% ; RO
First 100" ~10%
Second 100" ~7% : -
Thi ! 50 : iy
4B June 01 <5% Ll 5 bittersweet and garlic mustard
Fifth 100' <5% ' ;
Sixth 100" <6%
First 100" <5% R0
10 Oct 01 <5% Second 100" >5% bittersweet and garlic mustard
Third 100’ ~5% ; .
i Japanese knotweed, Morrow!s honeysuckle, barberry,
5 June 01 <5% 7% | bieraR T s / iy
First 100" ~6% Rl
6, %ﬁ' T ég{' g'; <5% S‘?ﬁﬁgi égo__;‘?ﬁ% : garlic mustard, bittersweet
Fourth 100" ~5% :
First 100" <5%: N ki) . e
A N AI : i3 . - > A i . k - -
2 1? 191 A Oct 01 < 5% S?;ﬁgi égP %go% | : bittarswe«lat._. g_a__rlllc mystafq, Cypress; spurge,
' Fourth 100" 5% ' & SRS
Elrst: 10052658, 7[5t A aaehies s R D
Second 100" >5% | garlic mustard, bittersweet
5% Jiirs garlic mustard, bittersweet e
: <5% IR garlic mustard, bittersweet
o >5% z garlic mustard, bittersweet S
U >h% ‘ : g_aﬂi'c': mustard; bittersweet s
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TABLE7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER 2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

[ Target
! Date Performance | Monitoring Results Pe rfMoffnt:n o
Date Area Standard (Percent Invasive & Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted 5 Objectives
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species)
|; 17 Oct 02 <5% B | earlic mustard, bittersweet
s3] : Tk L * First 100" <5% SR
: Second 100" <5% il Y
2008 | Mo T Third 100 <§% e L
Final 60' <5% : ;
2 May 00 <5% <6% : Yes _cypi"ess spurge, buckthorn
3 May 00 < 5% ~5.-10% No éy'press spurge; ﬁbﬁé'tgthom
First 100" <6% : 2 IRt
4A Oct 00 <5% Second 100' <5% Yes " | bittersweet, cypress spurge, garlic mustard
Third 100" <5% : YL y ety
First 100" <5%
Second 100" <5% ;
Third 100" <59 . . :
4B June 01 < 5% Fcurr?h _?700, 35/‘?% Yes _purpie !_cln_os.,gstrire“ >
Fifih 100" <5% i e
“Sixth 100" <5% ' AT e e T
10 Oct 01 <5% Second 100! 5% Yes bittersweet and garlic mustard ..
"Third 100" <5% F SR e O Gl s Torn S
< 5% ' <5% ] Yes - -Japaness.!cnd}w:éaé; bii'tet_"s'\ife'et
: First 1007 ~5 - 10% Tl e e B2k
<5% Second 100" <5% No, in'part ' | garlic mus
| - Third 100" <5% A
MEIR 000 =T T e S e Lo A
< 5% Second 100" <5% No, in'part | bittersweet, garlic mustard; cypress spurge :
- Third 100".~5-10% ] o : el Lol '
9% | semndtooems | o Yes | salomister biterwest
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TABLE7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER % MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

i Target
' Date Performance | Monitoring Results Perfngﬁ:nce
Date Area Standard {Percent Invasive bl Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted Objectives
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species)
13 R <5% 5% Yes | garlic mustard, bittersweet
14 Oct 02 <5% 5% Yes | garlicmustard, bitersweet
15 May 02 < 5% e 5% ' " Yes garlic mustard, bittersweet
16 Oct 02 < 5% <56% ' Yes | garlic mustard, l:;ft:te_l_r'_s_ia(aet_
17 Oct 02 <5% - <5% Yes | garlic mustard, bittersweet
* First 100" <6%
Al Ssecond 100" <5% = KW
4 . Third 100" <5% ; Garlic mustard, cypress spurge Japanese knotweed'.
gogu® |l 48, i ‘upeiot = Fourth 170°<6% | Y% | bitersweet
Fifth 100" <56%
Sixth 100' <5%
First 100" <5% T - ; SN
10 Qct 01 < 5% Second 100" <5% Yes Bitterswaet and garlic mustard
Third 100' <5% ! ' e
“ First 100" ~5 - 10% _ : tve
6. %’:' T ég‘n g’; < 5% Second 100" <5% No, in part - | Garlic mustard, bittersweet
Third 100! 5% : :
First 100" <5% _ ; ; : )
O Second 100" <5% | “n ] : ey e o] =
E¥at Third 100'<5% '---"f_'?'_i‘:‘ pan: | Blarslent Slo misiam, CYarsse spien ) o ke
T BN Fourth 100" -5.10%-:-' ; S - A I e e
- First'100' ~5° T e A g : P S A el T
<5% ' Second 100" ~5 No, in part. | Garlic mustard, bittersweet; honeysuckle, cypress spurge .-
- il Third 100" <5% A e i i MEIANC
<8% | =510% . [ No | Garlicmustard, bitterswest
5% % | Yes | Cadlomusiard,biflrswest
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TABLE 7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER V2 MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION - PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target Meets
Dat Performance | Monitoring Results Parformaiice
Date Area i Standard (Percent Invasive . Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
Planted . Objectives
(Invasive Species) (Yes/No)
Species) .
15 May 02 - <5% e A ' U S Garlic mustard, bittersweet o :
16 Oct 02 <5% (<8% .. Yes | Garlicmustard, Japanese knotweed !\ '
17 Oct 02 < 5% <5%. 7 Yes = | Bittersweet : U
' First 100 <5%
Second 100" <5%
817/ 5 Third 100" <5% i
2004° | 4B June 01 < 5% Fourth 170" <5% Yas Buckthorn, purple loosestrife
Fifth 100" <5%
Sixth 100’ <5%
First 100" <5%
10 Oct 01 < 5% Second 100' <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
Third 100" <5%
First 100" <5%
6. g’i 7. c‘i‘é;‘g; <5% Second 100" <5% Yes Purple loosestrife, bittersweat
( Third 100" <5%
} First 100" <6% . .
i 81.19.15‘)[2, Oct 01 <5% Second 100" <5% Yes ;:t;rpll: loosestrife, cypress spurge, multi-flora rose, Norway
‘ ' Third 100" <5% 2
First 100" <5%
12 Mag/zOct <5% Second 100" <5% Yes Purple loosestrife, cypress spurge
Third 100" <5%
13 Mag/z()ct < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife, bittersweet, multifiora rose
14 Oct 02 <5% <5% Yes
i 15 May 02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
EI 16 Oct 02 <5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
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TABLE 7
INVASIVE SPECIES MONITORING RESULTS

AUGUST 2004 VEGETATION INSPECTION
UPPER %z MILE REACH OF THE HOUSATONIC RIVER
GENERAL ELECTRIC CORPORATION — PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Target
Date Performance | Monitoring Results Peﬁwgfr?:nce
Date Area Planted Standard (Percent Invasive Obijectives Primary Observed Invasive Species Notes
{Invasive Species) (Yjes INo)
Species)
17 Oct 02 < 5% <5% Yes Purple loosestrife
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Fall 2004 Draft Trip Report Photographic Log
Upper %2 Mile Reach of the Housatonic River

Photograph 1:  Cell B, Vegetation growing in center of single wing deflector

Photograph 2: Cell C, island noting extensive vegetation
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Fall 2004 Draft Trip Report Photographic Log
Upper 2 Mile Reach of the Housatonic River

Photograph 3:  Cell J1, double boulder cluster in center of photograph, note high water

Photograph 4: Upper %2 Mile Reach facing downstream towards Lyman Street Bridge
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Fall 2004 Draft Trip Report Photographic Log
Upper ¥2 Mile Reach of the Housatonic River

Photograph 6: August 2004; Planting Area 10
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