STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for June 17, 2008

Members Present:  

David Barnicle (DB), Chair, Ed Goodwin (EG), Donna Grehl (DG), Frank Damiano (FD)

Members Absent: David Mitchell (DM), Vice-Chair

Also Present:

Erin Jacque (EJ), Conservation Agent, Heather Blakeley of Bertin Engineering, David Roberts of Jalbert Engineering, John and Pat Gosselin, Christopher Mazeika, Mark Farrell of Green Hill Engineering, Richard and Gail Ziegler, Paul Murphy, Mary Berry, and Paul Hatch.

PM – OPEN MEETING

DB read public hearing statement.

CPA, Zoning Study Committee, and Lakes Advisory Committee update(s):

· EG stated that he was unable to attend the CPA Meeting last night, but will forward the minutes when they become available.

· DG stated that she did not attend the Zoning Study Committee meeting but said that the property on Route 20 and New Boston Road was discussed.

· DG stated that the lakes presentation will be tomorrow night and the annual lakes report will be presented.

· DB noted that the report includes the conditions of all of the great ponds as of last years lakes testing.

7:30 p.m. Public Hearing –NOI DEP 300-TBA: Subdivision Road and associated stomwater controls at 30 Main Street and 20 Fiske Hill Road.  Bertin Engineering representing Fiske Hill East Realty Trust.

H. Blakeley of Bertin Engineering was present on behalf of Fiske Hill East Realty Trust.

· DB opened the public hearing.

· Blakeley submitted newspaper tear sheets and proof of abutter notification.

· Blakely reviewed the proposed subdivision road plans, and proposed stormwater systems.  Blakeley indicated that stormwater would be directed into catch basins, a stormceptor, a sediment forebay and an extended dry detention basin.  Blakeley explained mitigation is being proposed on the previously altered wetland on the site, in exchange for the proposed location of the roadway and sidewalk within the 25-foot no disturb and 50-foot no structure area.  Blakeley stated that she had met previously with Jean Bubon, Town Planner and Greg Morse, DPW Director regarding potential LID utilization on the property.  Blakeley explained that due to the potential for traffic on the proposed road, which will likely have uses consistent with commercial and residential uses, potential options were not feasible for safety reasons.  

· DB asked why none of the proposed stormwater systems included the Low Impact Development Techniques that are now required by the new Stormwater Regulations.

· Blakeley stated that as she explained in the submitted narrative that she had made efforts to come up with different options like reducing the amount of pavement (by reducing road widths), eliminating one of the sidewalks, and incorporating drainage swales or rain-gardens.  Blakeley stated that for safety reasons Bubon and Morse would not consider reducing road widths or elimination of one of the sidewalks.  Blakeley stated that Morse did not want swales or rain-gardens due to safety and maintenance concerns.  

· DB asked why the roadway and sidewalk could not be moved out of the 25-foot no disturb and the 50-foot no structure area.  

· Blakely stated that the location of the detention basin prevented moving the road and sideway further away.

· EG asked why there was a need to restore the wetland area.

· Blakeley stated that the old cart road was directed through the center of the wetland, and also stated that portions of the wetland had been filled in with woodchips.  Blakeley explained that the compacted soils and wood chips would be removed from the site and replaced with appropriate soils and wetland plantings.  Blakely also stated that there would be restoration in the 25-foot no disturb zone.  Blakeley explained that the proposed mitigation/restoration plan being proposed provides 2:1 mitigation for the work being proposed in the 25 and 50-foot buffers.  

· DG asked if the wetland was functional and had habitat value.

· Blakely said yes.

· DB stated that the Commission has never permitted structures in the 25-foot no disturb or the 50-foot no structure areas.  DB stated that it would not be a good precedence to set.

· FD stated that the Agent should send Greg Morse a memo and indicate the need for the Low Impact Development Techniques on the site.

· EJ indicated that she always solicits comments from other departments on applications, and she specifically had requested comments from Planning and DPW on this project with the detailed reasons why LID were not suggested.  EJ stated that comments have not yet been received, but she anticipates having such comments by the next meeting.  

· DB stated that piping runoff away is not preferable and he would prefer stormwater to percolate back into the ground at its source.  

· EG asked how long the cul-de-sac road was on the plan.

· Blakely indicated the cul-de-sac road was 897 feet.

· EG stated that there are bylaws that prevent cul-de-sacs from being over 500 feet.

· Blakeley stated that the Planning Board had already granted approval for the cul-de-sac.

· EJ stated that she believed a variance had been granted for the length of the roadway.

· DB stated he would like to see more options explored for redesigning the roadway and sidewalk out of the 25 and 50-foot buffer zones and also suggested revisiting additional LID options on the site.

· EJ stated that she would speak to Morse and Bubon and she is confident that a compromise can be found.  EJ also suggested that the Commission consider filing for Chapter 44, section 53G (Consultants Fee’s/Peer Review).  EJ stated that since this is the first meeting, and since substantial concerns have already been raised, it may be good to start the review with an outside consultant.  EJ stated that more questions or concerns may be raised at subsequent hearings and hiring someone now will help facilitate solutions to the issues in a timely way.

· FD stated he supported a peer review.

· DB stated he also supported a peer review, but would like to wait until the Agent has met with Morse and Bubon to find out the results of the meeting.

Public Hearing Continued to July 10, 2008 at 7:45 p.m.
7:45 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-TBA: Construction of proposed single-family house, driveway, septic system, well and associated site work at 99 Arnold Road.  Green Hill Engineering representing Matthew and Janice Sosik.

Mark Farrell of Green Hill Engineering was present on behalf of the owner, as was the owner Matthew Sosik.

· EJ stated she did not have any issues with the construction of the home, barn and septic system, but did have concerns about the level of clearing and the proximity of the clearing from the wetlands.  EJ asked how much clearing would be taking place.

· Farrell stated that the entire site is located in an old pasture that has been taken over by pine trees.  Farrell stated that the landowner wishes to remove the pine trees when the house and associated work is completed and return the area to hayfields/pasture land as it was previously.  Farrell explained that the front of the property is hay fields.

· M. Sosik stated that he “hays” the fields in front and would like to do the same when the entire property is reestablished as fields.  

· FD asked if the landowner would be satisfied with clearing up to the 50-foot buffer, rather than up to the 25-foot buffer.

· Sosik stated it would not be his preference but he would do whatever the Commission allowed.  Sosik explained that the area of the wetland has been taken over by beavers and many of the trees in some areas have been completely destroyed.  Sosik requested a site visit so the Commission could see the conditions of the site before making a decision.  

· The Commission agreed to contact Mark Farrell to set up a site visit.

Public Hearing continued to July 10, 2008 at 8:00 p.m.

8:00 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-TBA: Construction of proposed garage and repair of existing septic system at 100 Allen Road.  Green Hill Engineering representing Christopher Mazeika.
Mark Farrell of Green Hill Engineering was present on behalf of the owner, as was the owner Christopher Mazeika.

· EJ explained that the proposal was to replace an existing stone retaining wall within the 25-foot no disturb zone, replace the septic system and build a garage within the 100 foot buffer zone.  EJ stated she thought the erosion controls were correctly planned and did not have any issues.

· DG asked what the size of the garage was.

· Farrell stated it was 24’x24’.  

· DB asked why the garage was placed in the 100-foot buffer zone.  

· Farrell explained that the owner would prefer to have the garage closer to the house.  Farrell stated that they chose to keep it as far from the lake as possible and this, he said was the closest to the house, farthest from the lake and on the flattest portion of the lot.

· FD asked about the retaining wall and whether it would be backfilled.

· Mazeika stated he would be doing it by hand, and that to correctly repair the retaining wall he will need to put in drainage through the wall and crushed stone behind it.

· DG stated all the retaining walls around the lakes were put in when the land around the lakes was cleared and the retaining walls were needed for stabilization since there was very little vegetation.

· DB stated he does not have a problem with the repair of the retaining wall.

MOTION:
Moved by FD, seconded by EG to close the public hearing and issue an Order of Conditions under the stated Wetlands Protection Act and the Sturbridge Wetlands Protection bylaw.

Discussion:

· Farrell indicated that he was still waiting to hear from Natural Heritage review on the site.

· DB stated that the approval will be contingent on Natural Heritage review.

· EJ stated she would like to wait on drafting the permit until the Natural Heritage comments were received, so the correspondence and any comments or requirements therein could be cited in the Order of Conditions.

· DB stated he agreed on waiting to draft the permit until comments are received.

Vote: 4/0

8:15 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-775: Repair of failed soil absorption system at 551 Leadmine Road.  Jalbert Engineering representing T.Earls. 

David Roberts was present on behalf of T. Earls.

· Roberts stated that after the comments from the last meeting he looked into the “Presby” septic system and he said due to the amount of fill that would be required to mound such as system would be more detrimental to the resource areas.  Roberts stated that a 40 mil. Poly barrier has been incorporated into the design at the Commissions request.

· EG asked how long the poly barrier will last. 

· DB stated that it should last forever as long as it is not exposed to oxygen or UV raze.

· Roberts stated that the poly barrier would probably last longer than the system itself.

MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by FD to close the public hearing and issue an Order of Conditions under the stated Wetlands Protection Act and the Sturbridge Wetlands Protection bylaw.


Vote 4/0.

8:30 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-TBA: Construction of proposed single-family home at 29 Long Avenue.  Bertin Engineering representing Pauline Gauthier.

· EJ stated she visited the site and thought the proposed work to add a small addition and deck was relatively minor.  EJ suggested extending the erosion controls to the walkway.  EJ stated that it was a flat site and portions are well vegetated, but thought additional hay bales would add additional protection.

· DB stated he would to make sure that the 6” of stone would accommodate the drip edge of the roof.  

· Blakely stated that the area around the roof will be a deck and the stone will be around the edge of the deck.

· DG asked about the planting area shown on the plans.

· Blakeley stated that the planting area indicates existing plantings.

MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by FD to close the public hearing and issue an Order of Conditions under the stated Wetlands Protection Act and the Sturbridge Wetlands Protection bylaw.

Discussion:

· EJ asked if a special condition could be to extend the erosion control barrier to the walkway.

· DB stated yes.

Vote 4/0

8:45 p.m. Public Hearing – RDA: Construction of new soil absorption system at 1 Kelly Road.  P. B. Hatch representing Sturbridge Retirement Coop.

Paul Hatch was present on behalf of the owner, Mary Berry also present.
· Hatch explained the proposal.
· DB asked Hatch to explain soils.
· Hatch stated the soils are gravel and stone with a layer of sand at the top.
· DB stated that as proposed the system is being moved significantly farther from the wetlands and out of the buffer zone and he is enthousiastic and supports approval of the project.
· EJ indicated she is not extremely concerned about erosion due to the topography of the site and due to the road between the proposed system and the wetlands.
MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by FD to issue a Negative Determination of Applicability.



Vote 4/0.
Other Business 

Reorganization

MOTION:
Moved by FD, seconded by EG to keep the Conservation Commission positions as they are at present.


Vote 4/0.

Review of proposed ball fields on Shepherd Parcel (Rt. 15) and town barn fields (New Boston Road Ext.)

· EJ presented the plans put together by the Recreation Committee proposing new ball fields on the Shepherd parcel.  EJ noted the 200-foot Riverfront Area, 100-foot buffer zone and the potential intermittent stream on the property.

· *DB suggested the Conservation Commission and the Recreation Commission (or a member or representative of the Recreation Commission schedule a site visit.

Presentation on proposals from Smith & Jones

· DB stated he would table review of the proposals from Smith and Jones until the next meeting.

Requests for Certificates of Compliance

83 McGilpin Road 

· EJ stated that she conducted a site visit and the property is stable and in compliance with the approved Order of Conditions.

MOTION:
Moved by DG, seconded by EG to issue a Certificate of Complaince to 83 McGilpin Road.



Vote 3/0

83 Cricket Drive 

· EJ stated that she conducted a site visit and the property, and had conducted a previous site visit with EG.  EJ stated that the project had been discussed at a previous meeting and the outstanding “As Builts” were submitted.  EJ stated that the one change to the plans in the berm on the edge of the driveway.

MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by DG to issue a Certificate of Compliance to 83 Cricket Drive.



Vote 3/0

Letter Permits

160 Lane 8 – House addition

· EJ stated that Gosselin who was unaware that the project was jurisdictional when he contacted her.  EJ stated that the proposed addition is within 180 feet of the lake and has a large vegetated buffer between the proposed work and the lake.  EJ stated that the applicant dug by hand around the foundation prior to speaking with her.  EJ stated that Gosselin put tarps over the dirt piles and she already inspected the hay bales that were installed.

MOTION:
Moved by DG, seconded by EG to approve the letter permit application for 160 Lane 8.



Vote 3/0 

114 Lane 10 – tree removal

· EJ stated that she conducted a site visit and the property is well wooded.  EJ stated that she observed the dead trees and two trees which had severe basin scaring.  

· DB stated it would improve the health of surrounding trees if these trees are removed.

MOTION:
Moved by 

165 Charlton Road – tree removal

· EJ stated she received a plan and letter permit request for some tree removal and pruning on the property.  EJ stated that after conducting a site visit she requested additional information from Jalbert regarding the total number of trees to be removed, and asked that they be marked.  EJ also stated that she would like the boundaries of the 50-foot buffer flagged to indicate where the pruning will start and also flagging of the 100-foot buffer to indicate where the start of tree removal will be.  EJ stated that the letter is very open-ended and it is not clear if there will be clear cutting outside of the 100-foot buffer.

· DB stated he agreed that the noted items should be flagged in the field.

Walker Pond Private Beach – tree removal

· EJ provided photographs from the site visit in which she observed 3 trees.  EJ stated one of the trees was 2/3 chewed by a beaver; the next about ½ and the third was rotted on the entire inside of the trunk.

MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by FD to issue a letter permit for Walker Pond Association.



4/0

83 Cricket Drive – Fence and walkway

· EJ indicated that the applicant would like to put up a fence on the area identified in the plan and also a walkway in the front of the house.  EJ stated that both proposed activities were outside of the 50-foot buffer.

· DG asked what kind of fence and if it would be set off the ground.

· EJ stated that the applicant did not specify either of those details.

· DG stated she would like more information on those items before approving the letter permit.  DG stated she wanted to insure organism could pass under the fence going to and from the wetland area.

· DB agreed that the Commission needed additional information.

Sign Permits

· Determination of Applicability – 9 Woodside Circle

New Business

South Pond Treatment

· DG notified the Commission that QQLA hired a botanist.  DG stated it was a requirement of the treatment that the water level be below that of endangered plant species on the shore of the lake.  DG stated that she is also supposed to get approval from Natural Heritage and the Commission.  DG stated that the botanist wrote a letter which was forwarded to Natural Heritage about the QQLA wanting to proceed with the treatment.

· DB suggested that QQLA go ahead with the treatment as planned.

Cedar Lake Treatment notification

· EJ notified the Commission that she received notification of the Cedar Lake treatment.

Walker Pond Treatment notification

· EJ notified the Commission that she received notification of the Walker Pond treatment.

Diesel Fuel Release on Mass Pike Mile Marker 78

· EJ informed the Commission that she was contacted on Monday (6/16/08) by Kurt Klagas of Western Mass Environmental who is doing a clean up on the MA Pike.  EJ stated that there was an accident in which a truck leaked diesel fuel.  The consultant was doing the clean up for the trucking company in conjunction with the Turn Pike Authority.  EJ stated that the spill area was excavated and the area was within approximately 25-feet of a wetland.  EJ stated she asked that hay bales be placed at the base of the slope to prevent siltation from entering the wetland, and asked that the area be seeded.  EJ asked whether the Commission wanted an “after the fact” permit filed.

· DB stated he didn’t think an after the fact was necessary.  

· FD agreed that he didn’t think additional information was needed.

Old Business

MA Highway Snow Ramp on Cedar Street

· EJ informed the Commission that Ingaborg Hegemann contacted her and the MA Turnpike Authority regarding a proposed change to plan approved in the Order of Conditions.  EJ explained that due to a previously approved change to the configuration of a snow ramp for plow trucks, the drainage also changed.  EJ stated that she conducted a site visit with Hegemann and the representative from the MA Turnpike Authority and stated that proposed change made sense when the conditions were observed on site.

· DB stated that he was confident that the changes proposed by Hegemann were appropriate.

MOTION:
Moved by EG, seconded by DF to approve the changes as proposed in the conceptual plan.

Discussion:

· EG stated he approves of the changes but would like more detail in the plans.  EG suggested that the Commission require an “As Built”.

· DB suggested EG amend the motion requiring an as built once the work is completed.

· EG stated he would like to amend the motion to include the requirement of an “As Built” once the work is complete.

Vote 4/0

160 Lake Road – Margaret Predella – Revisions 

· EJ informed the Commission that Jalbert Engineering submitted revisions to the approved plan for Margarette Predella on 160 Lake Road. EJ stated that the lot coverage in the revision was reduced by 1.3%.

· FD stated he didn’t think the change was significant.

· EG agreed that the change was an improvement and was not significant.

PLAC 

· DB stated that at the next meeting there will be discussion with Jim Malloy and the PLAC to discuss the status of the PLAC.

Site Visits

-99 Arnold Road

-30 Main Street and 20 Fiske Hill Road

-Shephard Parcel with the Recreation Commission

· DB stated he would to see the centerline of the proposed road marked with stakes as well as the mitigation area on 30 Main/20 Fiske Hill Road.

· DB asked EJ to contact the Recreation Department about a site visit on the Shepherd Parcel.

· DG suggested the Commission meet at 8:00 a.m. on Sunday, July 6, 2008 at the Friendly’s parking lot.  

· DB asked EJ to inform Dave Mitchell.

MOTION:
Moved by FD, seconded by EG to adjourn at 9:15 p.m.



Vote 4/0
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