STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for February 5, 2009

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

Members Absent:  

Also Present:  Erin Jacque, Conservation Agent; Glenda Williamson of Tighe and Bond and Mark Sullivan from Tighe and Bond. 

DB – OPEN MEETING

CPA, and Lakes Advisory Committee update(s)

· EG stated CPA met on Monday 02/02/09 and they are getting ready for Town Meeting.  EG stated they have done their annual report and also recommended for housing to continue with the consultant they’ve been working with for $25,000.00.

Approval of Minutes: 

MOTION:  By DG, seconded by EG to approve the 12/18/08 minutes.

                    Vote:  3/0

7:07 p.m. DB and FD arrived.
Walk-ins:  None

7:30 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-796: Proposal to replace a failed culvert on Farquar and River Roads.  Application submitted by Tighe & Bond on behalf of National Grid.

· Glenda Williamson from Tighe and Bond stated that they sent a letter today from Tighe and Bond with design changes in the downstream rip rap.

· Mark Sullivan from Tighe and Bond stated that for this type of replacement they can’t pump without triggering Army Corp permits so all the diversion is done by draft.  MS stated the only reason there would be pumping or de-watering would be if the excavation for laying the pipe became wet to the point where they couldn’t work.  MS stated the pipe is bedded on crushed stone so they over excavate a foot to 18”, they backfill with crushed stone then they start laying pipe.  

· EJ asked if they’re going to be putting in some kind of check dam in the stream channel itself in order to excavate and remove the existing damaged culvert and is that flow going to be restricted.

· MS stated they will sand bag the northern bank side of the culvert then they’ll dig behind the sand bags to lay temporary culvert.  MS stated once the temporary culverts been laid they will remove the sand bags on the northern bank and replace them to block the existing culvert forcing all the water into the temporary culvert.

· DM asked if Tighe and Bond is no longer having a de-watering area.

· MS stated if there was mud or water to the extent that they had to de-water Tighe and Bond has indicated an area on the plans where they would place a de-watering system, if it’s going to be longer term it would be something like the dirt bag which is a large filter bag that water is pumped into from a pump from your de-watering operation.  MS stated if it’s a one day kind of thing Tighe and Bond has a detail on the plan for a sand bag, stone, de-watering basin to treat the water before its released into the edge of the buffer zone.

· DM asked what triggers the decision to go to de-watering areas, an unacceptable level of turbidity going downstream of water coming into the work area. 

· MS stated that it’s only water coming into the work area,   all the water that’s associated with the flow of the stream has to be by passed with gravity.  MS stated they haven’t designed this project to go for an Army Corp Non Category 2 permit so they can’t pump any water passed the construction area, only water that’s within the footprint of the existing culvert could be pumped out to a de-watering location.

· DM asked why it is so difficult to get that kind of a permit.

· MS stated that it takes about 6-9 months to go through the process if you’re actually going to pump flow and stated that it’s expensive as well.

· EJ asked if Tighes and Bond will have a large size excavator and have it up on top of the existing right of way to reach down.

· MS stated yes, this is handled with 50% at a time, they’ll do the lower half first, working from the bank on the upper half and install backfill and then sit on an area and do the upper half.

· EJ asked if Tighe and Bond is going to be doing the culvert by pass system on the north side of the existing culvert. 

· MS stated yes, it’s the shortest path.  MS stated that they haven’t specified but that can be put into the Order of Conditions, that the excavator remain on the highest ground and that the Commission would like the by pass pipe to be on the north side of the culvert.

· EG stated that there was comment at the last meeting that there were concerns with the excavator because of low overhead wires.

· MS stated that power company’s look for 10’ separations between the wires and excavator and they can shield the wires if they need to get closer.

· DM asked what the overhead restriction is on this site.

· MS stated that he hasn’t been to this site.

· GW stated that she has been to the site and it’s your basic low distribution wire.

· DM asked like 20’.

· MS stated that it’s a 30’ pole with 10% embedded and about 25’ with the sag in the wire.  MS stated that a typical excavator is going to be in the 14-15’ range.

· DM stated there were concerns at the last meeting about the invert and the level of the invert because there was some confusion as to whether the bottom of the existing drain had been ascertained yet. 

· MS stated that the existing invert pipe is unknown.

· DB asked if the invert entrance and exit are going to be as depicted on the plan.

· MS stated yes.

· DB asked if the 690 number stays.

· MS stated that it’s based on the existing down stream and up stream wetlands.

· DB stated that the stone on the outlet side was small and any sizeable amount of flow would migrate the stone further away from that and therefore reduce its effectiveness and reduce the velocity of the water flow.  DB asked if that has been addressed. 

· MS stated in order to keep the pipe flow as slow as possible we’ve depressed the inlet about 18” so there’s a drop as you enter the culvert that will avoid the water from going somewhere else.  MS stated on the stone size, the MA guide on scour pads on down streams of culverts is that the stone should weigh 75 pounds.  MS stated Tighe and Bond follows Connecticut guidelines which is 8” stone.  MS stated Tighe and Bond specified 6-12” stone because if there is just 12” stone there would be a lot of big voids causing erosion.  MS stated the purpose of the long pad is to provide protection until they get to a flat area and the water has lost a lot of its erosive ability, preventing a perched culvert. 

· DM stated that he feels it’s over designed, the pad is about 30” long and the watershed is about 31 acres. 

· MS stated there are two components to the water shed, upstream to the right there’s a small water shed maximum 10 cubic feet per second, to the left there’s a flood plane controlled by the Army Corp of Engineers and while it’s not a large water shed it has the ability and the intent to store water during a storm and then have it released all at once.  MS stated that there’s a camp ground near by and the Army Corp of Engineers has an easement to flood.  MS stated should Army Corp want to flood the camp ground they can to store flood waters and then they have the ability to release it at the rate that the culvert can handle under River Rd.  MS stated that this is a design that’s not intuitive for that reason because the water shed is not as big as the pipe would seem to need but it’s because of the flood storage area.

· DB asked on the inlet side of the new pipe if Tighe and Bond would consider a fan shaped design as opposed to a blunt faced design.

· MS stated yes, when Tighe and Bond designs a culvert there are a couple criteria that determines how big the pipe has to be;  is there any water down stream, how much water can fit through the pipe and how quickly can the water get into the pipe.  MS stated there are a lot of different models for the shape of the inlet, you can have a concrete wall with a pipe in it, you can have a concrete wall with a beveled end, you can have a flared end like what you’re referring to, and you can have a straight pipe that just sticks out into the road.  MS stated when they do the design, in this case it’s 80 cubic feet per second, you want to make sure the water can get into that pipe and pass through it.  MS stated since Tighe and Bond is replacing the whole pipe we sized the pipe for the least expensive inlet and we can make the pipe whatever size we need.

· EJ asked if Tighe and Bond is going to be placing rip rap in land under water in the pond itself and removing some of the sediment that’s deposited in that area.

· GW stated that they don’t plan on doing any more disturbance than is necessary. 

· DM stated that you still have to take some of the sediment out to put the rip rap in, about 20’ of that will be rip rapped.

· GW stated 14’ will be rip rapped.

· EJ asked 14 ‘out from the end of the culvert going toward the end of the pond is going to be rip rap.  EJ asked how Tighe and Bond is going to remove the sediment and place the rip rap in that area.

· GW stated with hand tools.

· MS stated that an excavator will have a 25’ reach.

· DM asked if there is a well developed construction sequence.

· EJ stated yes.

· DM asked if there is a turbidity criterion and if it’s exceeded, Tighe and Bond can stop construction and prevent that.

· EJ stated that there’s a turbidity curtain that they will be placing downstream at the outlet of the culvert so the water will be filtered through the turbidity curtain and then enter the pond.  EJ stated that Tighe and Bond needs to come up with a contingency plan if an excavator is not able to reach the bordering vegetative wetland from the pad they’ve established in order to excavate out some of the sediment and place the rip rap.

· MS stated before laborers are put down into the wetland they would bench down where the new culvert is going to go and take 5-8’ off, sit the excavator down and that will buy you much more reach.  MS stated if that wasn’t enough then we would install the stone being used for rip rap and install the first piece of it so they can walk onto the stone.

· EJ asked if they would be in the channel with the excavator, and you’re going to pull out the pipe, place stone underneath and place the culvert pipe on top, then you’re going to place material on top of the culvert, so you’re getting down on the replaced culvert to do this.

· MS stated that would be done before they installed the culvert.

· EJ asked if the temporary culvert is going to extend past the work area.

· MS stated that the temporary culvert will be sand bagged on each end.

· EJ stated a turbidity curtain needs to be arranged around the outlet of the culvert because you’re going to have water backing up.

· MS stated that this end (shows on plan) will be sand bagged before the by pass.  MS stated typically its two 12” pipes.

· DG asked if they’re removing the silt and taking it off site.

· MS stated the question was asked, could we accelerate re-vegetation by taking some of that fill that we removed and work it in between the stones.  MS stated that if there’s a storm a month after the job is finished all that unprotected silt migrates away so sprinkling it usually works.

· FD asked if EJ can include in the Order of Conditions that the silt gets trucked off site.

· EJ stated she is going to make several additional conditions to account for this. 

· DB asked as part of the overall program, you’re putting in coffer dams and then remove them; when you remove them is there likelihood there will be some filling in of the resource area because you’re going to have the migration of silt that was held back by the mini dam or will that be picked up by the siltation sock.

· MS stated that your coffer dam is going to have moving water on one side and a dry area on the other side; when you take the coffer dam out you will create some turbidity for about an hour or two but it’s not significant.

· EJ asked if the turbidity curtain will stay in after you remove the coffer dam and when the turbidity is reduced you’ll remove the turbidity curtain.

· MS stated yes and if there is sediment in front of the turbidity curtain that can be removed by hand.

· DM stated there should be provisions if there are big thunderstorms.  DM asked if Red Osier will be planted along the stream bank.

· GW stated yes two to four stakings per yard.

· DB stated that this projects success is going to hinge upon its timing, if you can’t calculate the low flow period the project is going to be difficult from the beginning.

· MS stated that July 1st-October 1st is the pertinent time the work will occur. 

· DM asked if it could be August 1st-October 1st because July has a lot of thunderstorms.

· EJ stated that there needs to be a pre construction meeting with the contractor and find out all the details of what they’re proposing, very specifically the dates of when they will be out there, whose going to do daily monitoring and when they start work they will need to check the weather forecast.

· DM asked about how long the project will take.

· MS stated about three weeks. 

MOTION:  Moved by DG, seconded by DB to close the Public Hearing and issue an Order of Conditions under the MA Wetland Protection Act and the Town of Sturbridge Wetland Bylaw.  The Order of Conditions approves the plans dated 02/02/09 and special conditions included to be specified.  

                    Vote:  5/0 



OLD BUSINESS

Land Donation off Stony Brook Drive

· EJ stated that this is a very wet site.  EJ stated that the Recreation Commission has expressed interest on the site potentially as a park.  EJ stated the access point would be the end of the Cul-

de-Sac on Stony Brook Rd. and includes five parcels and a large piece, it has a stream in two different areas that meet and a lot of wetland.  EJ stated right now the big parcel is under water.  EJ stated in reviewing this she would be in support of the Town accepting the donation.

· EG agreed.

· DB asked the timing on this.

· EJ stated ASAP, it’s a total of 8.67 acres.

MOTION:  By EG, seconded by FD to accept this land for the Town.

                     Vote:  5/0

NEW BUSINESS

Review bridge expenses for Leadmine Mountain Property

· EJ stated that she received an e-mail this week from Tom Chamberland outlining the additional costs that have come up on the bridge work.  EJ stated at a previous meeting the Commission had approved work being done by Northern Tree to correct the slumping bank situation on Hamet Brook and the Commission approved a quote in the amount of $4, 925.00 to do the correction.  EJ stated that in addition to that the Commission would be receiving an invoice in the amount of $450.00 for back fill stone that John Kearns provided for the bridge construction project.  EJ stated she didn’t want to approve it without the Commissions approval.  EJ stated as soon as she receives an invoice for the $4, 925.00 she will pay it.  EJ stated $832.93 has been paid to Howlett Lumber for the first portion of the work for materials.  EJ stated she received a bill for about $490.00 for the second set of materials for construction of bridges #1 and #2.  EJ stated the Howlett Lumber money is coming out of CPC funds for the bridge construction which is a separate fund.

MOTION:  By FD, seconded by DB to pay the bills.

                     Vote:  5/0

Review of Chapter 61 property on Walker Pond – Option to Purchase

· EJ stated she received a notification from the Board of Selectman and the representative of the owner of 61 Falls Rd. Ext. that a property is going to be coming out of Chapter 61 and is going to be sold.  EJ stated the property has since been sub-divided; it is a total of 13.17 acres.  EJ stated it has a perennial stream going through it and the majority of the piece is in Natural Heritage endangered species area.  EJ stated a portion of it is also wetland.  EJ stated it is being sold for $50,000 and the Town has the option to purchase the land for the same price as the buyer within 120 days.  

· DB recommends postponing a decision by the Commission until EJ can speak with the Planning Department to discuss the potential for resources and growth on the site.

· EJ stated that on the memo from the Town Administrator the Board of Selectman is requesting providing a response no later than February 17, 2009.  EJ stated that she will let the Board of Selectman know that the Commission would like to look into this further and notify them after the March meeting.

· EG asked if EJ could also ask the Board of Selectman if they had contacted Wells State Park. 

· EJ stated yes. 

DEP #300-718: Request for partial release

· EJ stated the Town will be proceeding with a Request for Certificate of Compliance.

FEMA Letter

· EJ stated that she has received correspondence from FEMA that they are going to be performing updates to the flood rate maps.  EJ stated that FEMA has copied this to the Town Planner, Conservation, DPW, Building Inspector, Town Administrator and various other state and federal entities to ask for input on specific areas where we know there have been flooding issues since these maps were created, that way they can do targeted analysis of those areas and potentially include those on the updated FIRM maps.  EJ stated she has received a list of properties from DB and if anyone else has a list to e-mail her and she will create a master list.

· DM asked that EJ also speak with Mark Farrell about any sites that he might be aware of. 

Field Amendment to Order of Conditions

29 Long Avenue

· EJ stated the applicant has proposed to do some shoring up of some footings on the foundation for stability of the house.  EJ stated initially it was a deck and a small addition.  EJ stated the applicant is not sure what they are going to do and they will get back to the Commission with their decision.
· DM stated that they’re rebuilding the house up from the foundation.
· EJ stated separate from that the chimney is falling away from the house, it is within the footprint of the proposed work and the applicant wants permission to demolish the chimney and re-build a new one.
MOTION:  By DG, seconded by EG to replace the chimney in the existing footprint.

                     Vote:  3/0/2 abstentions     
Tree Removal Permit

216 Hemlock Path

· EJ stated that she received a request for a tree removal of 4 Hemlock trees and 1 Oak tree.  EJ stated that Tom Chamberland was the arborist on the project.  EJ stated that 1 Hemlock had already fallen and TC has indicated that each of the Hemlock trees shows disease and infection and the Oak tree is damaging the roof with mold and mildew.  EJ stated that TC recommends pruning the oak tree.
MOTION:  By EG, seconded by FD to approve the removal of the Hemlock trees and pruning 1 Oak tree.

                     Vote:  5/0
· DM stated that TC had recommended no replanting as existing, natural vegetation will exist on the site and the lawn area will benefit from increased sunlight.
Correspondences

Response letter from Division of Fisheries and Wildlife

· EJ read a letter into the record from the Division of Fish and Wildlife that stated at the January 12, 2009 informational presentation by MA Fish and Wildlife Fisheries Biologist Todd Richard to the Conservation Commission of Sturbridge and Board of Selectman, a question was raised by PLAC member Tom Chamberland concerning ownership of a dam up stream of the proposed Hamant Brook Restoration Area.  In the letter TR stated according to Mr. Chamberland the dam forming an impoundment locally know as Hamant Pond was owned by MA Wildlife and that Mr. Chamberland and other speakers suggested that MA Wildlife had been remiss in not investigating the benefits of removing a dam under the agencies ownership before proposing the removal of the Town owned dams.  In the letter TR stated for the record that MA Wildlife owns no such dam or property between I-84 and Breakneck Rd.  TR stated in the letter that all holdings in this vicinity are to the east of Breakneck Rd. and form Breakneck Brook Wildlife Management area.  TR stated in the letter that the partnership between MA Wildlife and the Town of Sturbridge has resulted in the protection of this valuable tract of open space at Leadmine Mountain.  TR stated in the letter that he looks forward to continuing and strengthening this partnership as we work toward our common Conservation goals.  EJ stated it was signed by William Davis, District Manager.

MOTION:
Moved by EG seconded by FD to adjourn at 8:30 p.m.

            Vote:  5/0 
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