
STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Minutes for December 6, 2007

Members Present:  

Dave Barnicle (DB), Donna Grehl (DG), David Mitchell (DM), Ed Goodwin (EG), Frank Damiano (FD)

Frank Damiano arrived at 8:24 p.m.
Members Absent:

N/A

Also Present:

Carl Gehring of Verizon Wireless, Dean Gustafson of VHB, Pat and Joe Wondolowski, Tom Chamberland, Sturbridge Tree Warden, Joe Theroux of Theroux Forestry, Heather Blakely of Bertin Engineering, Mark Farrell of Green Hill Engineering, James Wiseman, and Meg Noyes.

7:30PM – OPEN MEETING

· DB reads Commission Statement to open meeting.

Walk Ins

7:00 PM--Open Meeting - Quorum check

Approval of Minutes

· DB informed the Commission that the last two sets of minutes have not yet been approved because they have not yet been submitted.  DB stated he expects the Commission to receive the minutes and approve them at the next meeting.

· No CPA Updates

· No Zoning updates

Walk Ins

Request for Extension to Order of Conditions – Wondolowski 

Pat and Joe Wondolowski were present.

· DB stated that due to market fluctuations the applicant has requested a 3-year extension of the Order of Conditions.  DB stated he is in support of issuing the extension.

MOTION
Moved by EG, seconded by DM to issue a 3-year extension on Order Of Conditions.  



Vote: 3/0

Verizon Clark Road Property

Carl Gehring of Verizon Wireless and Dean Gustafson of VHB were present.

· DB stated that Verizon has asked to add propane tanks in the fenced enclosure on the site, which is on a concrete pad.  DB stated no wetland impacts are anticipated.

· DG asked about wetlands on the top of the hill.

· DM stated it was a replication area.

· DG asked if there was a plan.

· EG asked about stockpiling.

· Gustafson said no stockpiling.

· DM stated the work on the plan was already permitted with the exception of the propane tank storage area.

· DG stated as long as there is no damage to crossing.

· DM stated that he wanted to see erosion controls.
· Administrative letter will be sent approving work.
7:30 PM Public Hearing – ANRAD for DEP 300-756: Wetland resource area delineation review for 30 Main Street and 20 Fiske Hill Road.  Bertin Engineering Associates, Inc. representing Fiske Hill East Realty Trust.

Heather Blakely of Bertin Engineering and Art Allen of Eco Tec, Inc. were present.

· DM asked if the delineation was complete.

· <Could not hear response on recording>.

· DB asked if the plan reflects suggested changes of the peer reviewer.

· <Could not hear response on recording>.

· DM asked if the flagging had been changed.

· <Could not hear response on recording>.

· DM asked if GPS was used on the site walk.

· <Could not hear response on recording>.
· Blakely stated that the flags were checked with tape measures using the plans.
· DB asked whether the original delineation was conservative or liberal.

· Allen stated that no wetland areas or systems were missed.  Allen stated the discrepancies were relating to jurisdictional stream channels that were not included on the plan, and were outside of the delineated area.  Allen stated that streams connect the resources, and drained to or from wetlands.  

· DB stated that the original delineation did not show hydrologic connections between the wetlands, and that’s why the Commission wanted a third party review.

· Allen stated that there are connections and drainage areas were not shown on the plan.  Allen stated Sheet A3 shows two wetlands.  Allen stated connections were added to the plan.  

· DB asked how the streams were determined.

· Allen stated that “streams” are defined in the Wetlands Protection Act and the streams on the site meet that definition in the Act. <Portions of responses could not be heard on recording>.

· DG asked if the streams have bank.

· Allen stated yes. 

· Blakely stated highlighted areas identified changes from the peer review.

· Allen stated the site contains headwater wetlands, and drainage divides where upland breaks occur due to the topography and gradient.  

· DM stated that vernal pools were identified.

· Allen stated yes, and indicated their locations on the plans.

· <Portions of Blakleys testimony could not be heard on recording>.  Blakely stated there is a natural divide and some of the areas were dry at the time of the original delineation making it difficult to locate those areas.

· DB stated the potential vernal pools were identified for future study.

· Allen stated he identified areas of potential vernal pools and sloping wetland areas.  Allan said his report to the Commission would identify those areas.  <Testimony difficult to hear on recording>.

· DM asked about areas subject to flooding.

· Blakely stated it was isolated wetland.  Blakely said letter identified all isolated wetlands.  Blakely said there a lot of existing cart paths.

· DM asked about the soils

· Allen said it is all fill.

· DM asked if there was a lot of disturbance.

· Blakely stated some areas have more disturbance than others.

· <Could not hear some testimony on recording>.
· DG asked on sheet A3 distance between the wetlands.
· Blakely stated over 200 feet.
· Allen stated you can see overall drainage patterns, and geology defines those drainage patterns.  Allen stated that 3-days were spent on the review, and one day meeting with BSC soil scientists.  <Could not hear some testimony on recording>.
· DM asked if there are any outstanding issues.

· Allen stated that he is comfortable that the changes were made in the field and to the plans.

· EG asked if we were not is a drought condition if there would be changes to the plan.

· Allen stated there would be more water, but the plans would not be different.

MOTION
Moved by DM, seconded by DG to issue Order of Resource Area Delineation approving the plans as amended.  

Discussion:

· EG stated he would like to take a look at the site to verify the delineations.

· DG stated that delineations should not be done this time of year.

· Allen stated that his company draws the line at frozen ground and snow cover.  Allen stated that this is the best condition for delineations to see the topography, woody vegetation, and groundcover.  

· DM stated that he agrees that delineation is easier this time of year.  DM stated he thinks that not much will change on the plan with a site visit.

· DB stated he trusts the third party reviewer.  

· EG stated he would still like a site visit because changes cannot be made once the order is approved.

Vote 3/1 (EG opposed)

· DB closed hearing.

· DG stated that the Commission would have to visit in the spring.

· DB stated the Commission would look at Allen’s report for information on the vernal pool study.

7:50 PM Public Hearing – NOI for DEP 300-762: Septic system repair at 288 Cedar Street.  Green Hill Engineering, representing P. Gillen.

Mark Farrell present from Green Hill Engineering.

· DB opened hearing at 8:02 p.m.  

· DB asked if there were any changes to plans.

· Farrell said no.  Farrell stated that the home is existing on the site, and did not pass title 5 inspection.  Farrell explained the proposed work is to replace the septic system.

· DB asked why the necessity to file with commission.

· Farrell stated it was due to the proximity of the wetland to the well.  Farrell stated the owner is looking for approval of a reduction in the size of the leach field from the Board of Health.

· DM <Could not hear some testimony on recording>.
· Farrell explained walkway.

· DB stated a site visit would be necessary, stated that everything should be staked.

Public hearing continued to December 20, 2008 at 8:30 p.m.

8:10 PM Public Hearing– NOI for DEP-761: Single-family house addition and property improvements at 26 Tantasqua Shore Dr.  Jalbert Engineering, Inc. representing M. Noyes.

D. Roberts of Jalbert Engineering present on behalf of applicant.

· DB opened hearing at 8:10 p.m.

· Roberts explained that 3 additions were proposed, two on piers, one with a crawl space on an already existing gravel area.  

· EG commented that the driveway had been tarred.

· Roberts explained the location of the existing septic tank.  Roberts stated the entire project is in the buffer zone of south pond.  Roberts stated the project was exempt from Natural Heritage review because it is a landscaped area.  

· DG stated that there is a provision about waivers, and about improvements not requiring a waiver.  Db stated there needs to be some mitigation or improvement of existing conditions.

· Roberts stated that the roof treatment is an improvement of existing runoff because it is being proposed that it be treated. 

· DM clarified existing impervious and landscape area locations.

· EG recommended a site visit.

· DB asked about whether leaves from large trees on the site that could clog the treatment system.

· <Discussions difficult to follow> Commission discusses features of the site.

· DB suggested talking about the features on the site.

· Roberts asked for a continuation.

Public hearing continued to December 20, 2008 at 8:45 p.m.

Site visit time to be determined.

Frank Damiano arrived at 8:24 p.m.

8:30 PM Public Hearing – NOI: CONTINUED DEP 300-TBA from 11/15 for a  proposed garage

removal and associated driveway work at 12 Birch Street. Jalbert Engineering representing J. Wiseman 

David Roberts of Jalbert Engineering and John Wiseman present.

· DB opened hearing at 8:30 p.m.

· DG asked about the proposed location of the addition, and why it was in that specific location.

· Wiseman stated that it is due to the floor plan of the house, and the room that he would like to expand (the kitchen) is on that site of the house.  

· DM asked if the addition could be moved back.

· Wiseman stated that moving more than a few feet would make the plan not be feasible.

· DB asked how much impervious surface is being proposed.

· Roberts said there’s an increase in lot coverage but a decrease in impervious area of 3.03% decrease.

· EG stated the addition is 47 feet from Mean Annual High Water.  EG asked if the house could be moved out of the 50-foot buffer.

· Wiseman stated that it would make the design difficult.

· FD stated he thinks that the house is farther away from the lake than the plan shows.

· Wiseman agreed the house is a little bit farther than the plan shows.

· FD suggested simply reducing the footprint of the foundation by a few feet.

· DG stated the large trees would need to be removed.  DG stated its is going to be close.

· Wiseman stated he does not want to remove the large trees, and they will do their best do protect them.

· Roberts stated that 2 feet within the 50-foot “no build” buffer does not make a difference.

· DM stated from a regulatory standpoint it makes a difference.  DM stated there is a cumulative impact.

· FD asked if there is structural issue with the construction being reduced by 2 feet or moved back two feet.

· Wiseman stated that 2 feet should not make a huge difference.  Wiseman asked why the 50-foot is enforced now and was not in the regulations when the house was built.

· EG stated that codes and laws change as we learn more about the areas that need to be protected.

· DB asked if there could be compensation in the way of plantings to protect the wetland.  

· DM stated that the 50-foot buffer needs to be respected, but he suggests that the area of the lake “input” be exempt from the MAHW.  

· Roberts stated that buffer plantings could be used.  

· Wiseman stated he is willing to do plantings.

· DG asked about the runoff and if there was anyway to fix the problems.

· Wiseman stated that the neighbors have tried to get together to fix the problem and was not able to come to an agreement.

· EG stated he was not going to approve the plan unless it is moved to be 50-feet from the MAHW line.  EG stated he is willing to exempt the lake input area.  EG stated there is a lot of tarred area on the site, and some of that could be removed.  EG stated that there should be some plantings by the lake.

· DM stated he agreed.

· DM asked if the area of impervious surface of the basketball court is going to be removed.

· Wiseman stated that he is willing to remove it.

· DB stated that he would like to give the applicant an opportunity to address the outstanding questions/revisions as requested and suggested an additional site visit.

Public Hearing continued to December 20, 2008 at 9:00 p.m.

Site visit to be determined.

8:40 PM – Public Hearing – NOI for DEP 300-TBA:  Existing house demolition and reconstruction at 88 Westwood Drive.  Trifone Design representing B. Nawrot.

· Db stated that Trifone requested a continuation.

Public Hearing continued to December 20, 2008 at 7:50 p.m.

9:00 PM – Public Hearing – NOI for DEP 300-763: Addition to a deck within the buffer zone at 59 Clark Road.  Bertin Engineering for Christopher and Tammy Chabot.

Heather Blakely present for the applicant.

· DB opened the hearing at 9:00 p.m.

· Blakely provided the abutters notification and newspaper tear sheet.

· DB stated that the file number has been received.

· Blakely explained the proposal is to put a sunroom addition on to the house, along with a deck and staircases.  Blakely stated it is proposed to use infiltration for the roof runoff.  Blakely stated that everything is on sonotubes.

· DB asked if there is currently a garage.

· Blakely stated that there is no garage, but a paved driveway.  

· FD asked if there would be crushed stone under the sunroom.

· Blakely explained the infiltration areas.

· DB stated that he would recommend the entire area under the house have crushed stone to reduce the flow and slow the velocity of runoff.

· <Discussion of plantings difficult to hear on recording>.

· DB stated that a site visit would be scheduled.

· Blakely requested a continuation.  

· DB asked if Blakely would make corrections to plans as indicated.

· Blakely stated she would add crushed stone under the sunroom and determine the amount of proposed impervious surface.

Public Hearing continued to December 20, 2008 at 9:15 p.m.
Site visit to be determined.
9:30 PM OTHER BUSINESS

Commission rescheduled the January meetings for the 2nd and 4th Thursday (10th and 24th of January) 

The Commission will return to regular first and third Thursday in February (7th and 21st of February).

Old Business

· EG stated that the site neighboring 14 Birch Street needed to be spoken to about the condition of the hay bales

New Business

Finley Road Conservation Area - Forest Cutting Plan

· DB stated that the Commission has to make decisions about the Forest Cutting Plan on Finley Road.  DB stated that Joe Theroux of Theroux Forestry was present.  DB stated an email had been put in the Commissioner’s boxes from Tom Chamberland to solicit comments from Commission on the Forest Cutting Plan.

· TC stated that in order for the forester to put out a contract for bid a management plan would need to be developed.  TC stated the Commission would need to determine whether the property should be managed for old growth, or another type of cut.  TC stated that different practices are used to manage old growth forest (Theroux reviewing old growth).

· Theroux stated a site visit was necessary, and stated the idea of an interpretive trail system idea was brought up, which could add educational component.  Theroux stated that the timber on the site is not old growth (approximately 40-50 years old), but stated that the character of the trees could lend itself to the management style.  Theroux asked the commission how they would like to manage the property (for income, education, or aesthetics)

· EG stated he would like to maximize the benefits for the town, like add a parking lot, develop logging roads which could later to be used for hiking trails and stay away from wetlands

· DG stated the old growth idea is of interest, but there is a need to generate income, suggested revisiting that idea once income is generated.

· DM stated he doesn’t prefer a demonstration site, but a real cutting plan, suggested the idea of managing for old growth might be better on a different site.

· Theroux stated the timber is young and not generate a lot of income, (trees range from 12”-14”).  

· DM stated this should be an example of how to manage forests, a real cut.

· DB stated that the educational component should include a few different types of cuts, like a clear-cut area, regeneration area, sub-growth area, etc. with demonstration plots.  DB stated the specific types of cuts should show the public what the forest cutting plan does.  DB stated the old growth management idea would work better on other sites.  

· DG asked about how much money the site could generate ($10,000 was estimated).

· Theroux stated $10,000 income is a stretch.  Theroux stated about $5,000 is more realistic.

· DG stated there is a need for trails.

· DB stated that separate fund has been set up for the income earned on the site and is earmarked to open space parcels for trail development.

· Theroux stated examples of forest cutting management would be a good use of the site, he said he can put together some options.

· DB stated he would also like species-specific cuts, and the encouragement of specific ages of trees; create good age and species diversity.

· EG asked if doing these different types of cuts would reduce the yield.

· Theroux stated it would not affect yields.

· DB stated that he would like 100-foot buffer, asked about impact top yield.

· Theroux stated it would not be a significant impact.

· DM stated that the landing area might be a good location for parking.

· DG asked about the difference of forwarder vs. skidder.

· Theroux stated that a forwarder causes fewer disturbances.

· DM asked if it would change the cost.

· Theroux stated no, just that different loggers have different equipment.  Theroux stated forwarder is more recommended.

· EG asked if there is a convenient loop that could be utilized for a loop trail. 

· Theroux stated he knew of a couple areas and would look into it.

· DG asked if the cutting would take place this summer.

· Theroux stated that by putting timber to bid, its up to the logger to decide when it will be done.

· DB stated state forester has 3-year time limit on expiration of permit.

· TC stated time limits should be set (ex. 30-day’s).

· The Commission agreed to let the work go forward.

· Correspondence

· MACC – David Mitchell has become Certified in Fundamentals of Conservation Commissions

· DB stated that MACC is looking for the endorsement of the environmental bonds bill from the Conservation Commission.  DM recommended that the Commission endorse the bill.

· DB stated that Erin Jacque had been hired as Conservation Agent and would start on December 11, 2008.

· Maple Hill Realty end of season update received.

· Letter from Fred Gunn received. 

· Letter from Crescent Gate, construction progress report received.

· Question from Horn & Hastings asking about the permitted uses on Long Pond.  DM suggested talking to Tom Chamberland.

· DB read correspondence about “Democracies in Action” course offered through Tantasqua High School.  DM suggested the trail system.

· Memo from Jim Malloy regarding the Citizen Leadership Academy received.

· Letter from Leonard Engineering received notifying the Commission that Pilot Travel hired them for dam repairs.

· <DG made comments about South Shore drive, comments difficult to hear on recording>.  DG suggested notifying the people around the ponds about the 25-foot no disturb zone.  DG suggested putting information in the newsletter.  FD suggested strongly worded letters in the case of violations.  DM suggested videotaping the shoreline for monitoring purposes.  EG suggested waiting until the new agent comes on board.

· The Commission asked Jim Malloy about the allowed uses of the Ponds regarding Jet Ski’s.

· Malloy stated he had seen Jet Ski’s and motorboats on the lakes infrequently <Comments by Malloy difficult to hear on recording>.

· DB stated that the Select Board is looking for two members of the Conservation Commission to serve on the Lakes Committee.  DG stated she would be willing to serve on the Lakes Committee.  DG stated that she has seen lots of clearing on the shoreline.

· DB stated he had two Forest Cutting Plan site visits.  DB had no problem with the plans.  DB noted no crossings were in the plans.  DB asked for agreement from the Commission.

· DB noted 138 Walker Pond Road Forest Cutting Plan removing pine, and trying to encourage deciduous tree growth.  DB stated he found no issues.  EG asked if abutters will be notified.  DB stated yes.

· DB stated he is going out to the Moina site on Saturday and invited the Commission to attend.  DB asked if there were objections.  <No objections>.  DB stated he would send a letter to the Select Board.

Site visit set for Sunday at 8:00 a.m. 

· Site Visit Schedule

· 1- 14 Birch Street

· 2- 338 Leadmine Road

· 3- 26 Tantasqua

· 4- Chabot

· 5- 1 Kelly Road

The Commission reviewed the outcome of site visits on McGillipin Road and Bullough Road.  DB stated no violations found on McGillipin.  DM stated more information is needed or formal NOI filing needed for Bullough road.

MOTION
Moved by EG, seconded by FD to adjourn the meeting.  



Vote 5/0
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