STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for September 4, 2008

Members Present:  Dave Barnicle, Dave Mitchell, Frank Damiano and Donna Grehl

Members Absent: Ed Goodwin 

Also Present:

Erin Jacque (EJ), Conservation Agent, Heather Blakeley of Bertin Engineering, Pamela Nduyu, Budy Soper, John Hansen, Robert Leveque of R. Leveque Associates, Glenn E. Krevosky of EBT Environmental.

DB – OPEN MEETING

 7:30 p.m. Public Hearing –NOI DEP 300-776: Proposed subdivision Road and associated storm water controls at 20 Main Street/30 Fiske Hill Road.  Bertin Engineering representing Fiske Hill East Realty Trust.

· Blakeley stated that she has made revisions.  Blakeley stated that on 08/19/08 EJ provided her with a memo regarding the stormwater management plan and NOI application.  Blakeley reviewed how the application has been revised to meet the standards.  Blakely noted the sediment forebay combination infiltration basin.

· Blakely discussed the functions of the Emergency overflow with the Commission.

· DB stated that after a two-year storm, that sheet flow is going to potentially be a problem and emphasized the need to reduce velocities.

· EJ stated that the plans calculations indicate that the proposed stormwater systems can accommodate the 2, 10-year and 24-hour storms.

· Blakeley stated that EJ provided some additional standards regarding snow removal that need to be incorporated in the Order of Conditions.

· Blakeley stated that she provided EJ with a revised copy of the Operation Maintenance Plan highlighting the maintenance log and inspection log had to be filled out after every cleaning and inspection

· DB asked about the snow storage.

· EJ explained the conditions suggested as part of long-term pollution prevention plan; that snowmelt be directed toward a treatment area on site or taken off site, that snow melt may not be placed or directed toward a resource area or buffer zones and that snow melt shall under no circumstances be plowed into the 25 foot no disturb zone beyond the sidewalk. 

· Blakely stated a couple of other items were requested, like a more detailed sequence of construction and mitigation plan.  Blakeley stated that there was evidence of old debris and asphalt in some of the buffer zones.  Blakely stated they extended the mitigation to additional areas in the 50-foot buffer zone (to remove old road debris).  Blakely stated she provided a table of the mitigation and impact areas.  Blakely stated the total impact in the 25-foot buffer and 50-foot buffer is 3,248 square feet.  The proposed mitigation area is 8,682 square feet.  Included in that figure is a replacement of an isolated wetland, which is 1,068 square feet, 4,629 square feet in the 25-foot buffer and 2,985 square feet in the 50-foot buffer.  Blakeley stated there is 971 square feet of impact in the 25-foot buffer of new disturbance and 2,277 square feet for the structures in the 50-foot buffer.

· DM asked if the mitigation included the swale.

· Blakeley stated yes.  Blakeley stated at this time they have sweet pepper bush and nannyberries proposed in the restoration area.

· FD asked trees.

· Blakeley stated that these are substantive trees, 2 inches in diameter required by the tree warden. 

· EJ stated that she was satisfied that the storm water is over 90 % TSS removal and what is being proposed is more than adequate to accommodate drainage on the road.

· Blakeley and the Commission discussed the Wildlife Crossing.

· Blakeley stated after the last meeting she spoke to EJ who directed her to Scott Jackson from UMASS who is a leading researcher in the field of wildlife crossings.

· Blakeley stated that Jackson only recommended the crossings if placed in an open structure.  Blakeley stated open structures are not possible on the site and instead as recommended by Jackson they have incorporated Cape Cod Berms and in additionally will be preserving 47 acres as open space.  Blakeley noted that there is a potential vernal pool on the back of the property.

MOTION:  
By FD, seconded by DM to approve the plan as presented and include EJ’s special conditions. 

              
Vote:  4/0

 HB 

7:45 p.m. Public Hearing – ANRAD DEP 300-785: Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation to confirm resource area boundaries at 7 Allen Road and 277 New Boston Road.  Waterman Design Associates representing Plimpton Meadows Nominee Trust.
· EJ stated that Plimpton Meadows nominee trust has requested a continuation to the 9/18/08 meeting to allow additional time for the peer reviewer.
Public Hearing continued to September 18, 2008 @ 8:30 p.m.

8:00 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP # 300-784: Proposed 8,532 square foot addition to the west side of existing commercial structure with associated storm water controls at 660 Main Street.  EBT Environmental Consultants representing Netoptix.

· Krevosky from EBT stated that the plan was revised to include issues that arose at the site inspection which included regarding of the slope adjacent to the proposed access way around the building.  Krevosky also noted the buffer zone restoration plan.  Krevosky stated it is proposed to restore an area of pervious surface in the buffer zone, remove invasive plants and sand that was illegally dumped in the buffer and replacing vegetation on the slope with red oak and white pine to be distributed evenly at 10-foot intervals.  Krevosky stated there were recommendations for snow removal and the stormwater operations and maintenance plan that have been incorporated.
· EJ stated that what is being proposed for stormwater treatment is a sub surface drainage structure called a cultec infiltration chamber, which is going to be under the parking lot area.  EJ stated it is a proprietary BMP which is rated a “3” on the MA DEP website which indicates, “Significant caveats exist regarding use of technology”.
· DM asked about the step grading system.
· EJ stated that a rating of “1” indicates there’s proven scientific data, “2” indicates reliable research is currently underway, a rating of a “3” indicates studies may have been done but “significant caveats exist with the technology”, and a “4” indicates that there is no record of any research.
· EJ stated that a “3” is not a good rating.  EJ stated the applicant is claiming 80% TSS removal and there’s been no evidence to indicate that removal rate to be correct.  EJ stated that the TSS credit given to this technology is completely discretionary to the Commission.  EJ stated the design does meet the best management practices in the DEP stormwater management handbook.  EJ stated that the Sturbridge bylaw regulations require that 90% TSS removal be met.  The applicant is only proposing 80% and the removal rate is not proven.  EJ stated that there’s a best management practice manual from DEP on stormwater indicating that the proposed system is suitable with pre-treatment for redevelopment areas. EJ stated that she would call this a redevelopment area, and there is no pre treatment proposed.  EJ stated that there is a requirement for pretreatment like a hooded catch basin and the applicant needs to come up with something.  EJ stated that the best management manual indicates that sub surface drainage systems are prone to clogging and pre treatment is required unless runoff is strictly from residential rooftops.  EJ stated this is roof top runoff but not residential, it is commercial roof runoff.  It says very clearly that pre treatment is required unless it comes strictly from residential roofs.  EJ stated that the response that she got from the engineer was that the concerns were “acknowledged” but no changes were proposed.
· DM stated that there is clearly insufficient information to approve this based on engineering considerations and requested that the engineer attend the upcoming meeting.
Public Hearing continued to September 18, 2008 @ 8:45 p.m.
8:15 PM OTHER BUSINESS (As Time Allows)

OLD BUSINESS

Open Space Logo

· The Commission to request a modification from Smith & Jones prior to a final vote.

NEW BUSINESS

8:25 PM

Request for Certificate of Compliance

DEP #300-669 Lots 206, 206A & 208 Hemlock Path

· EJ stated that she went out to the site and looked at the planting plan, which was not exact.  The owner said some of the plants were unavailable so they replaced them with other species recommended by Scott Morrison an environmental scientist from Eco Tech.

· EJ stated that the site looked stable, she took photos and reviewed the plan with the owner. 

· EJ stated that the vegetation looked like it was coming back, the trees looked like they were doing well and quite a bit more was planted than required.

· Discussion amongst the members of the Commission about leaving the site alone by the applicant so the site can come back to where it was.

· EJ stated that they could put that leaving the vegetation undisturbed could be an ongoing condition in the Certificate of Compliance.

MOTION:   
Moved by DM to grant this request for a Certificate of Compliance with the                                                         conditions that EJ outlined, seconded by DG 

                        Vote:  4/0 

339 The Trail (Lot 2)

· EJ stated that she did a site visit and reviewed the information in the folder.  EJ stated that the applicant did not submit “as built” plans.  EJ stated an “as built” is required because the approved plan was a stamped, signed plan by an engineer. EJ stated that she will talk with Ed Neal about the need for an “as built”.  EJ stated that she also noticed a large pile of crushed stone in the driveway and is concerned about the area under the deck where the owner is attempting to install permeable pavers.  EJ stated that crushed stone is being used as a base and water is washing out the stone into the woods.  EJ stated that the Commission needs an “as built”, a statement from an engineer attesting to compliance to with the original Order and the applicant needs to correct the problem with the stone washing out. 

Request for Extension of Order of Conditions
DEP #300-518: 96 Fairview Park Road

· EJ stated that Mr. Rabbit is seeking a one year extension.

MOTION:  
Moved by DM to grant the extension, seconded by FD

                  Vote:  4/0

Letter Permits

312 The Trail – Tree Removal

· EJ stated she received a request for removal of two trees.  EJ stated that she has a statement from Northern Tree that there is rot at the bottom of a large white oak and recommending that it come down.  EJ stated that when she was on the site the owner identified a second tree, which the arborist hadn’t looked at yet, but which was obviously dead.  EJ stated the second tree was on the edge of the driveway had no canopy and was clearly dead.

MOTION:
Moved by DM to accept the tree removal, seconded by DG

                   
Vote:  3/1

There was discussion amongst the Commission about coming up with some sort of a checklist to inform the Commission more precisely as to why a specific tree should be removed or spared.  DG suggested also coming up with a compensatory planting formula. 

265 Main Street – Vegetation removal

· EJ stated that the applicant would like to do some minor vegetation removal of invasive plants and replacement with native plantings.  Applicant would also like to remove two stumps that are already cut approximately 100’ from the wetland.
· The Commission approved the vegetation removal

98 Gladding Road – Tree Removal
· DB stated that Tom Chamberland took a look at the tree and e-mailed EJ stating that the tree is splitting.  About half of the tree has already been removed.  DB stated that the tree is located in the middle of a wooden deck and is about 18 inches in diameter.  The remaining leaves are undersized indicating stress and there is a split between two equally sized trunks.  The splitting is showing some signs of internal rot and possible decay.  Chamberland recommended that the tree be removed.

· Soper stated that there was some miscommunication with the applicant.  Soper stated that the tree company was supposed to do the entire cutting from up above but couldn’t reach it because of a dumpster.  The dumpster has since been removed and there will be no equipment down there.  Soper stated that the applicant was unaware of the requirement to contact the Conservation Commission.

· EJ stated that Soper did put in compensatory plantings; four mountain laurel and three high bush blueberry were put in along the front of the lake.  EJ stated that if the tree does come down that the applicant must notify her of the day the work is to be done.  EJ stated if the deck is being rebuilt so that an amendment should be considered.

· DB stated about tree cutting; we have an arborist who feels it should come down and we have had compensatory plantings put in place.  DB asked that the Commission approve the letter permit for the tree to be removed.

· DB stated to Soper that the Commission would send a letter permit for the tree to come down as discussed.  DB stated that if the applicant is planning to rebuild the deck, they must come to the Commission first.

115 Shore Road – Retaining wall replacement
· DB stated that the applicant should do this during drawdown, which is 10/15/08.

· FD stated that he would like a metal stake to be put in temporarily until the drawdown to keep it from collapsing.

· DB stated to the applicant that the Commission needs a picture of what is being proposed.

· EJ stated that a Versaloc wall is being proposed.  EJ stated the applicant must contact the Commission before they start the work.

· DB stated that he would like to see erosion control barriers inspected before the start of work.

· EJ stated that she recommends an area for stockpile and have it covered at night.

· DB stated that EJ must to go to the site for an inspection before the work begins. 

Request for Field Amendment to Order of Conditions 
DEP#300-677: 246 Fisk Hill Road

· EJ stated there was a request submitted to replace the erosion controls with straw waddle.

· DB stated hay bales have decomposed and the new engineering firm indicated that the previous owners put in the erosion controls in the location.

· EJ stated that the second step is to stake out the location of erosion controls and then install them.  EJ stated she would go out to make sure they’ve been installed properly.

· DB stated that this project has had disturbed land for two and half to three years and he would like EJ evaluate the location of the erosion controls.

· EJ stated she would like permission to make site changes if necessary.

· The Commission stated that they have no objections.

· EJ stated that she would speak to the consultant about putting it on the next meeting at 7:15 p.m. for an update about coming back into compliance.

Sign Permits

Correspondences

PLAC
10:00 PM SITE VISIT SCHEDULE
MOTION:
Moved by to close, seconded by to adjourn at 9:45 p.m.

            Vote 3/0 
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