STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for January 22, 2009

Members Present:   Dave Barnicle, Dave Mitchell, Donna Grehl and Ed Goodwin.  

Members Absent:  Frank Damiano

Also Present:  Erin Jacque, Conservation Agent; Randy Redetzke, David Prickett, Mark Farrel, Glenda Williamson, Thomas Chamberland, Daniel Rukakoski, and Dick LaFranchise. 

DB – OPEN MEETING

CPA, and Lakes Advisory Committee update(s)

· EG stated there’s been no meeting of CPA since the last Conservation meeting but he received an e-mail regarding the Plimpton lands and they have made a step proposal for the town to purchase the land and will probably be voting on it at the next meeting.  EG stated that CPA will be receiving numbers on the Town Hall to see if they can add additional support to Town Hall that Jim Malloy is bringing forward.

· DG stated that on behalf of the LAC she spoke with Jim Malloy and at the next Selectman’s meeting JM will bring forth a motion to form a permanent Lakes Committee that he would like to become part of the general by law.

· DB asked DG if it would become a formal and permanent Committee of the town.

· DG stated yes.

Approval of Minutes - 11/6/2008, 10/2/2008, 10/16/2008

MOTION:  By DM, seconded by DG to approve the above minutes.

                    Vote:  4/0

Walk-ins: None

February 19th, 2009 Public Hearing:
· DB suggested cancelling the February 19th Conservation Commission meeting because of the lack of work the Commission is receiving.

· There was a consensus amongst the Commission to cancel the February 19, 2009 meeting. 

7:30 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-0796: Proposal to replace a failed culvert on Farquar and River Roads.  Application submitted by Tighe & Bond on behalf of National Grid.

· John Walsh from Tighe & Bond stated that National Grid contacted them in July of 2008 after receiving a call from the Conservation Commission of Sturbridge with concerns over a situation that’s been developing on Farquar and River Roads.  JW stated that there’s an existing 60” culvert that’s been failing on both ends.  JW stated that this is a distribution line, on a right of way that serves as the main line into Sturbridge.  JW stated that this provides the majority of Sturbridge with their electrical power.  JW stated the embankment has been washing into an adjacent resource area.  JW stated the present system is a very flashy system, it only has about a 31 ½ acre watershed and it’s mainly controlled by a pond at a campground a few hundred yards up stream.  JW stated that it’s mapped as a perennial stream with no name.  JW showed a photograph from August of 2008 that shows the stream as practically dry and a 36” culvert that runs under River Rd. with nothing flowing in it. JW stated this is an off road right of way and a flashy system.  JW stated in order to get an open bottom arch culvert in they would have to bring a crane in to lower it in place.  JW stated based on the hydraulic calculations if this is properly installed it can handle the 100 year flood.  JW stated that the existing culvert has sunk down so that it’s not acting to its full capacity.  

· EG asked if there is a through wash that is not going through the pipe.

· JW stated perhaps, the culvert was probably installed in the late 1800’s early 1900’s.

· EJ asked how the bank full calculation was determined.

· JW stated it was based on the first observable banking slope and indicators in the field.  JW showed the Committee a photo of a dry condition with Jewel Weed on the side and scour through the channels.  JW stated that he’s confident that’s the bank full location and being restricted by a 36” culvert up the stream he can’t imagine that it flows over the banks unless it backs up at the culvert itself

· EJ stated that the culvert was crumbling away.

· DB asked if the present culvert was sinking.

· JW stated that it probably was, their goal is to replace the existing culvert with a similar size plastic HDPE culvert approximately 60 linear feet in length.  JW stated there’s a fair amount of rip rap proposed on the up stream side and then on the down stream side they have a rock apron to dissipate the flow before it reaches into the pond.   JW stated there’s a thick set of bordering vegetative wetland within an area before it transitions into a pond and land under water.  JW stated if they ended this and had a small stone apron, it would not be able to dissipate the flows quick enough.

· DB asked JW to explain to the Commission why the apron is so long, which is proposed to be 50’ long.

· JW stated that their taking out a lot of the debris that’s washed into the brook and replacing it with stone.

· DB asked if they’ll be dredging in that stream.

· JW stated they will have to remove the sediment that’s accumulated from washouts.

· EJ asked if the rip rap is going to be placed in land under water, in the pond.

· JW stated yes.

· EG asked how JW determined the elevation of the pipe.

· JW stated the invert on the bottom is going to be 566.

· EG asked what the old one is.

· JW stated that they don’t know because it’s not there.  JW stated there’s an invert on the up stream side and it’s 567.  JW stated they are proposing to drop it a foot because they are embedding it.

· DM stated he feels Tighe and Bond is over designing the protective rip rap.

· EG stated to JW that he would appreciate the Delta being pulled back on the pond side but it seems that you don’t need as much rip rap on either side.

· EJ stated that from going to the site she would say that on the inlet side she would support a thorough armoring but on the outlet side 25-30’ from the outlet and extending into land under water is a little excessive.

· DM asked what controls the elevation on the down stream pond.

· JW stated that it’s a flood control outlet.

· DM stated to JW to check and see what the downstream control is.

· JW stated that eventually it’s going to be the Westville Lake Dam.  JW stated that this is a flood control area operated by the Army Corp of Engineers.

·  DB stated that there’s another culvert that the water goes through before it gets to the Quinebaug.

· JW stated that there’s at least one culvert maybe more.

· DM asked JW to explain what he meant by the performance standards would be met as feasible.

· JW stated the stream crossing standards would be met to the extent practicable.  JW stated that this is a replacement culvert the one most important standard that must be met is that the culvert be designed to the 1.2 times bank full width.  The width is an average 4’ wide.  JW stated a properly designed culvert would be 4.8’, this is 5’. 

· DB asked about the natural ground cover inside the culvert.

· JW stated it will be embedded a foot with material taken from the excavation area if the materials there aren’t suitable then we’ll bring in something that matches the existing channel.

· DB stated no where in the plan does it make reference about reinforcement under the new culvert.  DB stated if the existing culvert has sunk you will need to do something in the process of installing the new culvert and you talk about the full diameter of the 60” pipe yet now your telling us that at least 1’ of the bottom of that pipe is going to be filled with natural soils, doesn’t that change the numbers for the flow going thru that pipe.

· JW stated that the flow going thru that pipe was calculated with the assumption that we were embedding it a foot.  JW stated when we pull out the existing culvert and realize its all muck and very loose materials then something will need to be done to make sure that it doesn’t sink.

· DB stated that would be a field change and we would prefer to have that covered up front rather than come back.

· EG stated that the Commission can put that in the Order of Conditions and also put in a regular maintenance plan to take care of all the debris. 

· JW stated on the existing condition site plan the soil stock pile area will be kept close to Farquar Rd.  JW stated if they need to do any watering during excavation they will set it up on the other side, either they will use a dirt bag or a constructed dewatering basin so they can pump water into there and the clean water can percolate out onto the right of way.

· DM asked when Tighe and Bond would do this and what equipment would they use.

· JW stated the best time from a constructability standpoint would be the summer during the low flow season and if they have a condition from Natural Heritage and Endangered Species program that we cannot do any work between May 15th - July 15th unless they section the whole area off before that date or have a monitoring plan for the Wood Turtle because Natural Heritage believes this may be a nesting site.  JW stated that if the Conservation Committee would rather do this on an expedited basis then they will need to file a category 2 permit with the Corp. because it’s being done outside of low flow.  JW stated that with this type of culvert it can be done with relatively small equipment; excavators as opposed to cranes.

· EG stated his only concern is that there’s too much rip rap.

· EJ stated that she would ask that we continue the public hearing to the next meeting and request additional information like reducing the outlet apron.  EJ stated she would like a dewatering plan.  EJ stated she would like to see the dewatering close to the resource.

· JW stated that DEP likes to see dewatering areas as far away as possible from resource areas as opposed to as close as possible.  JW stated that he feels it’s pretty loose material and the water will percolate quickly and it can be surrounded with additional controls.  JW stated that they can put that on the plan.  

· DM asked if there is any formal construction sequence.

· EJ stated yes.  EJ stated she doesn’t have a problem with the upland dewatering she just doesn’t want to have that compound the problem we’re seeing here.

· DB asked how Tighe and Bond determined the level of the invert if everything is covered with soils.

· JW stated that it was done by their surveyors.  JW stated that it’s very loose material, the surveyors were probably able to probe down or they know it’s a 5’ culvert so they got the top invert and subtracted.

· DB asked if those two numbers 567 and 566 are numbers that exist today and will exist after the project is over.

· JW stated he believes the invert will be lowered by a foot.

· DB asked about plantings.

· JW stated that he feels the best option would be to harvest the native dogwoods on site.  JW stated usually they do 2-4 stems per square yard.  JW stated he chose areas outside of the rip rap areas but close to the disturbance where they will do the work.

· DB asked why the engineer chose 6-12” stones on the down side rip rap.

· JW stated that it’s acting as a diffuser it’s not a narrow channel so the water isn’t going directly into the straight channel.  JW stated the idea is to diffuse it and dissipate the energy.  JW stated that there were flow calculations done but he will check into it.

Public hearing continued to February 5, 2009 at 7:30 p.m.

7:45 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-0797: Proposed Modifications to the Main Street Sewer System.  Application submitted by Tighe & Bond on behalf of the Town of Sturbridge.

· Dave Prickett from Tighe and Bond stated this is an area along Main St. (Rte. 131) from the Southbridge town line up to the top of the hill roughly around Rom’s.  DP stated this area is already sewered, it flows by gravity into the Town of Southbridge.   DP stated that the Town of Sturbridge has asked that we prepare plans to redirect the flow that currently heads to Southbridge back to the Sturbridge wastewater treatment plant.  DP stated that it consists of 4 components.  DP stated that it consists of the construction of a pumping station at the Southbridge Town line to intercept the existing gravity flow and convey it through a force main back up to the top of the hill where it can flow by gravity into the existing Sturbridge collection system thru the Hobbs Brook pumping station at the intersection of Hall Rd. and Main St.  DP stated that due to the redirection of flow we need to reconstruct portions of existing sewer with larger pipe to handle the higher flows that will be flowing through the tributary areas.  DP stated there’s one small area at the southern most part of Main St. near the Southbridge town line that needs to be redirected by a few grinder pumps and low pressure sewer because we can’t site a pumping station on a cliff.  DP stated that the majority of the proposed improvements are within the existing paved road surface. DP stated the proposed site is at 11 Main St. for the pumping station and is just outside the 200’ river front area but it’s non-jurisdictional based on EJ’s interpretation as well as Tighe and Bond.  DP stated that Tighe and Bond have maintained on site storm water measures.

· DM asked where the pumping station is going to be placed.

· DP stated between 7 and 13 Main St. there’s a vacant lot that is a leaf disposal area which is proposed to be taken out and replaced with clean fill to construct the pumping station.  DP stated there are several areas along Main St. where we are proposing both hay bale and silt fence between the proposed improvements and all the wetland resource areas within the buffer zone.  DP stated they have proposed a catch basin in the protection measures.  DP stated that The Hobbs Brook pumping station handles the sewerage flow from the eastern portion of Sturbridge along Rte. 20.  DP stated the pumps in that station are not big enough to handle the redirected flow from the proposed Main St. sewer project.  DP stated that Tighe and Bond will utilize the existing skeleton of the building, put in new pumps, new piping inside that building.  DP stated that the only disturbance outside the building is the construction of a larger generator that is able to provide full capacity to those pumps during power outages and is just outside the 100’ buffer zone but within the 200’ buffer zone.  DP stated they have proposed to use a small footprint to place the generator and place gravel inside the fence as opposed to pavement to maintain as much permeability as possible.

· EG asked if the proposed generator is going to be on the existing pad.

· DP stated no, they are in the process of working out an easement with the property owner on the east side of the station.

· DB stated that there is a time line on this project because of the proposal by Mass Highway to redo Rte. 131.

· DP stated that this needs to be done in 2009 to allow the impending reconstruction on Rte. 131 to occur in 2010. 

· DG asked if Tighe and Bond had modified the catch basin protections into the plan yet.

· DP stated no, it shows up as hay bales which is a dual purpose detail but the intent is on an existing roadway to put some type of filter fabric or catchment device within the grading so you still maintain the flow and don’t have traffic and water backing up onto the roadway.  

· DG asked what Tighe and Bond is proposing to put into the catch basins.

· DP stated filter fabric or siltation sacs within the catch basin.

· DM suggested to DP to review EJ’s comments and respond back so we know their being addressed.

· DP agreed.

· DM asked if there is any chance that Tighe and Bond will find something in the street that is not expected.

· DP stated yes, 10 years ago there were some sites of contamination encountered those were marked on the record plan so they have a good idea where they are.  DP stated Tighe and Bond has done a first search in the area to see if there are any other known sites of contamination within the project.  DP stated that there’s a process called URAM (Utility & Release Abatement Measures) that allows them to have bid items in place should they encounter any issues.  DP stated that Tighe and Bond will have LSP’s (Licensed Site Professionals) on site that can be there within hours.

·  DB stated that he doesn’t feel the need for a continuation because there is agreement on the changes that the Commission wants.  DB stated that the questions EJ has asked have to do with erosion control as opposed to modifications.  DB stated that the questions that the Commission has can be put in the Order of Conditions.

· EJ stated the only special conditions would be listed standard A on the last page of her comments which the catch basin modification specification submitted prior to the start of work on what protection would be placed on the catch basin.  EJ stated that she has a copy of the SWPPP permit and the log be maintained and erosion log be maintained on the site.

· DG asked how many catch basins there are

· DP stated there are about 40 it’s roughly 6,000’ of force main of roadway that are impacted.  DP stated that they will make sure they have inlet protection measures at all of them. 

MOTION:  Moved by DG, seconded by DM to close the public hearing and issue an Order of     Conditions under the MA Wetland Protection Act and the Town of Sturbridge by laws.  The Order of Conditions approves pending the receipt of revised plans and including the special conditions listed by our agent to Tighe and Bond.

Vote:  4/0  



8:00 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP-TBA: Repair of Septic System for a single-family residence at 3 Falls Road.  Application submitted by Green Hill Engineering on behalf of Bruce Wynne.

· EJ stated that she did a site visit today and stated there’s a flat area and an intermittent stream that comes across and feeds out to a bordering vegetated wetland.  EJ stated there’s a sloped area and a small plateau and then the elevation sinks again.  EJ asked when the delineation was done.

· Farrell from Green Hill Engineering stated in late December, 2008.

· EJ stated she noticed signs at the base of the slope, there was yellow birch and red maple.  EJ state there were some dead snags there she couldn’t get to the ground to tell if there was standing water, there was a lot of snow cover.

· Farrell stated it’s a highly disturbed area and on both sides of the house there’s drainage that discharges.  Farrell stated that the home owner has perimeter drains around his foundation and they both discharge on one side.  Farrell stated there is discharge that comes over the banking as it drops off.

· EJ stated that she pulled the MA DEP wetland layer and it does follow to some extent the topography.  EJ stated if the Commission approved it she would suggest not approving the resource area boundary and extending the erosion controls.

· DM asked if the existing system is shown on the plan.

· Farrell stated that the proposal is to put in a new 1500 gallon tank gravity flow to a pump chamber and then pump it over to the flat area towards the front of the house.

· DG asked about ground water.

· Farrell stated there’s ground water but it was filled prior.  Farrell stated that it will be a slightly mounded system.

· DM stated that there are issues as to where the actual wetland is.

· DB stated the concern is to see if we can keep the work out of the 25’ buffer.  DB stated to Farrell that there was no regrading on a portion.

· Farrell stated he has proposed contours that show it being bumped up.  Farrell stated they will have to excavate out all the fill and remove the old top and sub soil below the system and then refill the hole back in.  Farrell stated they have to bring in Title V sand.

· DM asked if the original fill is top cover.

· Farrell stated top cover, and they will remove it off site.

· DG asked if there is any buffering there now.

· Farrell stated if you look on the plans you can see the approximate edge of the woods.

· EJ showed pictures.

· DM stated there is flow in the stream.

· Farrell stated the drainage swale comes down, collects off of Old Village Rd. and comes across, there’s a culvert, it’s an open ditch and then it goes under ground in the culvert and discharges.  Farrell stated the perc was done October 1st 2008.

· DB suggested postponing this to the March 5th meeting date.

Public Hearing continued to March 5, 2008 @ 8:00 p.m. 

8:00 PM OTHER BUSINESS (As Time Allows)

OLD BUSINESS

Update on Conservation Lands:

Discuss status of DEP 300-780 bridges at Leadmine Mountain Conservation Land/CRC

· Tom Chamberland stated he is here to discuss the continuation of our trail initiative on the Robinson Crusoe property.

· DB stated that we’re making certain that we can continue bridge construction under the guides of the Order of Conditions at present or expand that series of Order of Conditions as required.

· TC stated there’s a master plan of 7 bridge sites, all but 2 of them are currently in place.  TC stated bridge #6 doesn’t exist and bridge #7 on the southern most portion where the road used to cross the stream with a large steel culvert type structures were washed out in the October 2005 flood.  TC stated the carpentry class at Tantasqua High School is well along with bridges #1 and #2.  TC stated he anticipates, weather permitting both bridges will be completed by February school vacation.  TC stated that the trails still need to be graded for bridges.  TC stated that bridge #5 and #6 are located on the southern most dam structure.  TC stated that bridge #5 currently exists as a structure that has well rotted boards and is unsafe.  TC stated the work would involve stripping the decking material off and putting down new decking and installing new railings.  TC stated it will be much the same design and function of bridge #1 and #2.  TC stated bridge #6 crosses the existing 45’ concrete spillway of the upper most dam.  TC stated bridge #5 and #6 would complete a loop to come back.  TC stated bridge #7 would be a full permitted vehicle bridge structure for forestry operations, public safety, fire fighting, and is a way on the property that we own to cross the stream safely with any piece of equipment that is appropriate.  TC stated bridge #7 is down the road a way.  

· DM asked what the status is of bridge #3 and #4.

· TC stated that bridge #3 and #4 are currently existing bridge structures.  TC stated that bridge #3 was struck by a tree at some time prior to our acquisition of the property  is a vehicle useable bridge for light weight vehicles up to about 7 tons, that accesses the dam structure for bridge #5 and #6.  TC stated bridge #3 and #4 crosses the dry drainage ditch that would be a bypass flow if there was one around the dam from the highest pond to the middle pond.  TC stated they’ve identified a trail around the ditch so the main route doesn’t need to cross #3 or #4 but stays on ground.  TC stated that bridge #4 may or may not be needed.  TC showed photos of 2 examples of a pole bridge for bridge #6.

· DM asked what material is used.

· TC stated it will be treated southern yellow pine and used poles from National Grid.

· EG asked about the issue of the dams being removed.

· DB stated bridge #6 doesn’t require the dam to be there for bridge #6 to be in place.  TC stated that this style of bridge once its constructed is a single unit so they can be moved out of place and set back in. 

· EJ stated that the vegetation removal was approved on the dams but we’re waiting on the guidance from the Town Engineer on how to do that correctly.

MOTION:  By DM, seconded by EG to amend the Order of Conditions to include repair of bridge #5 and existing active planning and construction and installation of bridge #6.

                    Vote:  4/0

· EJ stated contingent upon approval from the Town Engineer. 

Proposal to modify previously approved signage (boundary marker signs), review submitted quotes

· Richard LaFranchise from PLAC stated that they have come up with quotes from Ross and Rhino.  LaFranchise stated that Tom Chamberland has come up with a different design instead of the triangular sign that Fish and Wildlife came up with.  LaFranchise stated because of its size they could drive a 4 x 4 into the ground and this sign fits on a 4 x 4.  LaFranchise stated that this sign is a $3.65 a piece. 

NEW BUSINESS

8:15 PM

Requested Field Amendments to Orders of Conditions

29 Long Ave – Gauthier

· EJ stated she received a letter from Bertin Engineering regarding the above project for renovations presently under construction.  EJ stated there are some minor modifications which are required due to unexpected site conditions.  EJ stated that Bertin Engineering is considering replacing the proposed addition poured concrete foundation wall with an 8” x 8” x 16” reinforced concrete masonry unit wall system in order to minimize site disturbance.  EJ stated that all work will be within the foot print of the proposed work area or under the existing residence.  EJ asked if the Commission wanted a formal hearing or a field amendment.

· DM asked what field conditions they were encountering.

· EJ stated when construction started and digging was done in order to do the addition that’s when it was discovered that the existing home was on wood piers and they were all rotted.

· EG questioned whether the building inspector can approve this.

· DM suggested a formal hearing and an amendment.

· DB stated there is a consensus amongst the Commission and DB suggested to make certain the Commission has interface with the building inspector.

· EJ stated she will let Bertin Engineering know to send an amendment to the Commission.

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

            Vote:  4/0 
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