STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for Thursday, March 5, 2009

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

Also Present:  Erin Jacque (EJ), Conservation Agent, Dick LaFranchise, Tom Chamberland, Mark Farrell and Keith Leaming.

7:00 PM-Open Meeting - Quorum check 
As time allows
CPA and Lakes Advisory Committee update(s)

· Approval of Minutes:
Walk Ins:
· Parking Area on Old Sturbridge Village Road – plan submitted by Tom Chamberland.
· TC stated Discuss that Fish and Wildlife had some issues with the first plan.  TC stated that he did a site visit with DB and he drew up a second plan.  TC stated that the town has already installed a kiosk and done some earth, brush and tree removal across from the kiosk to the right.  TC stated the plan shows the relocation of the white gate and the white flagged area of tree removal. 
· DB asked TC what his estimation of the number of cars that can be parked.
· DM and EG arrived at 7:03 p.m.
· TC stated depending on where the white gate is relocated, about 30-40 cars.
· EJ stated that she sent a form to Fish and Wildlife on 02/19/09.
· DG asked if Fish and Wildlife needs to be kept informed.
· EJ stated in the Conservation Restriction it states that we need to notify Fish and Wildlife via return receipt.   EJ stated that she sent an e-mail stating to Phil that she faxed over a parking lot plan and asked if he could let her know when he received it, he let her know he received it electronically so there’s a written record of it being received.  EJ stated in the Conservation Restriction it says they have 30 days to comment.
· DB stated that EJ will send a note asking for a yes or no answer by Tuesday or Wednesday of next week.
· EG asked if there are any wetlands issues with relationship to the parking area.
· EJ stated the western side of the parking area there is wetlands flagging.  EJ stated that she requested a copy of the plans that were done; Eco-Tech and another company went out and flagged the entire Conservation Restriction area out to the road.  EJ stated there are wetlands on the south side as well.
· TC stated that he looked for the original plan that he and EJ went out and measured and marked and this 250’ line falls short of those wetlands by a distance of 100’.
· EJ stated the original plan was a 25’ setback.
· DB stated when the weather gets better they will measure the distance from the kiosk to the wetland.

· TC stated clearing has been done on the north east side from the street to where the white gate is.
· EG asked where the white gate is going.
· TC stated the white gate will be some distance further down the road from where the clearing would stop.
· DB stated roughly 115’.
· EG stated that we need to have a plan to approve and delineated as far as the wetlands are concerned.
· EJ stated that the Commission will have to decide how to deal with this from a permitting stand point for the trails, the bridges and the bog bridges.  EJ stated that it’s under WPA jurisdiction.
EJ stated it was a three phase proposal to do trail maintenance, bog bridges, foot bridges and motor vehicle bridges.
· DB stated in order for us not to have an amendment to the existing NOI we would have to consider the parking lot as being tied hand in hand with the maintenance of the trails otherwise we would need an amendment.  DB stated that we need an amendment and the Commission needs a site visit.
· TC asked when the Commission goes on a site visit if they could look at an existing bridge north of bridge sites  #1 and #2.  TC stated the existing bridge goes out to a platform, the platform is gone but there’s a steel and concrete structure remaining.  TC suggested using this as an overlook or observation deck.
7:30 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-790: Proposed single-family home, septic system, driveway, well and associated site work at 186 New Boston Road.  Green Hill Engineering representing Joseph Boutiette.
· EJ stated that there are regulatory issues with this plan.  EJ stated her concerns are that Natural Heritage has not been notified.
· MF stated that he hasn’t notified Natural Heritage because he felt it would be a two to three thousand dollar study by a Herbatologist and felt he should wait until he has an accepted plan.  MF stated that EJ is opposed from having the house across from the brook that runs through the property.
· EJ read a letter into the record dated 03/05/2009 that reads:  Dear Conservation members, in advance of our meeting tonight I wanted to prepare you all for the hearing on 186 New Boston Rd.  As you may remember I provided Mark Farrell with a letter dated 12/30/08 listing my concerns about this project.  On Tuesday of this week MF submitted a revised plan which was submitted to include one 4” diameter culvert added in hopes of accommodating the flow of the intermittent stream under the driveway.  I have since asked Jean Bubon the Town Planner to look at the submitted plan to determine whether the building envelope at the front of the property can accommodate a single family home.  The WPA 310 CMR 10.58 riverfront area requires an evaluation of alternatives by the applicant which was not submitted in this application.  This evaluation of alternatives or alternatives analysis must include her 310 CMR 10.58 4C alternatives reducing the scale of activity and per 310 CMR 10.58 4CB practicable and substantially equivalent economically alternatives from the perspective of project configuration and scope.  Ms. Bubon evaluated the plan and confirmed what she has suspected which is that the front portion of the lot appears large enough to accommodate the building footprint for the proposed single family home.  I spoke with Mr. Farrell on Tuesday of this week and he confirmed that this was the case.  I asked why an alternative had not been presented which locates the house at the front of the lot and the septic in the rear of the lot.  Placement of the house in the front of the lot and the septic in the rear would cause only temporary alternatives of the resource area and the buffer zones on the site and would eliminate the need for the proposed driveway which would permanently alter 1227 square feet of bordering vegetative wetland and 10,900 square feet of riverfront areas.  In addition to the amount of proposed bank alteration which is not been accounted for in the application.  Mark Farrell indicated that the reason no such alternative was presented was because the applicant preferred the house in the rear of the lot.  The WPA regulations 310 CMR 10.5843 explicitly states that if there is a practicable and substantially economically equivalent alternative with less adverse effects the proposed work shall be denied and the applicant may withdraw the Notice Of Intent or receive an Order of Conditions for the alternative provided that enough information is provided in the alternatives analysis to permit the approval of the alternative.  In short, in order to comply with the WPA regulations the Commission cannot approve this project as submitted based on the information before us, I recommend either of the following:  1)  Per MGL chapter 44.53G the Commission votes to require consultants fees since the applicant representative has not submitted an evaluation of alternatives this would give the Commission an opportunity to see options for alternatives thus providing the various options for the site that could be approved with less impact or 2) Deny the project due to lack of information owing to the applicants failure to submit an alternatives analysis per 310 CMR 10.584C 1 and 3 which is needed to provide options for reducing the scale and configuration of the project.  There is also a list of additional outstanding concerns listed pertaining to the plan as submitted and there are items that were raised in the previous memos which are:  Several resource areas on the property were not properly identified, no sequence of construction was submitted, its not clear whether or how much bank will be altered as a result of the proposed work, the submitted narrative insufficiently describes how the performance standards 310 CMR 10.5544A  1-5 for bank will be met and its not clear how much riverfront area will be altered as a result of the proposed work.  EJ stated that she also attached to the letter excerpts from the WPA riverfront performance standards, an excerpt from MA general law chapter 44 section 53G and the memo from Jean Bubon dated 03/02/09.  
· MF stated that he did list in the narrative that he gave to EJ alternatives for the lot but most of them had more of an impact.  MF stated the house wouldn’t fit up front; zoning wise you can fit the house there but physically there’s not enough room on the front side of the lot to get the house, septic and the well to comply with Conservation and Board of Health regulations.  MF stated that EJ had suggested putting the well or septic on the other side of the brook but he doesn’t feel it to be a practicable alternative or economically equivalent.  MF stated in order to get a well truck or construct a septic you’re still going to have to cross the wetland, take the trees down,  and build a temporary bridge to cross the brook.
· EJ asked how MF accessed that area for the perc test.
· MF stated that they gained access from a neighbor’s yard.  MF stated since there isn’t room to put the house, septic and well in the front he suggested meeting the performance standards of the regulations and put the house at the rear of the lot.
· DB stated to build a bridge.
· MF stated that’s what they’re proposing to do.  MF stated the bridge is designed to meet the bridge crossing standards.  MF stated that he listed some alternatives which were greater uses of the land.
· EJ stated that she wanted site configurations, what was submitted was an alternative’s analysis that MF gave her, an evaluation of financial alternatives like site alternatives or development alternatives isn’t what she meant by alternatives.  EJ stated an evaluation of alternatives as defined like in the riverfront standard is an evaluation of the changing of configuration of what’s being proposed.
· MF asked, show a plan of how to get the house on the front side of the road.
· EJ stated yes, different options.
· MF stated that you still have an issue with the well.  MF stated Sturbridge regulations states the well has to be more than 15’ from the property line and 100’ from the septic and 25’ from a wetland.
· EJ stated there is always an option of filing for consultant fees and having a peer review on the project to see if other configurations can be determined.
· DB stated that he couldn’t find meaningful bank numbers and EJ has indicated on number three whether how much bank will be altered as a result of the proposed work, the narratives said it’s going to result in an alteration of a portion of a bank but no calculations were submitted.
· MF asked on the bridge crossing when you free span 1.2 times the bank full width is that an alteration to the bank.
· EJ stated that you should be outside of the bank if you’re doing that.
· MF stated that we’re proposing to do 1.2 times the bank width so we’re outside the bank.   MF stated there will be some temporary impact when you’re constructing the bridge and when you’re done you restore the bank back.  MF asked if that is considered a change.
· DB asked how far from the bridge would the footings be from the bank.
· MF stated the footings would be underneath the bank.  MF stated in order to construct the bridge you’re going to have to have some disturbance to the bank, part of the river crossing standards is you need to restore it back to the way it was.  
· DB stated the actual alteration would be 30-40’.
· EJ stated the entire bank of the intermittent stream would be altered which is a permanent alteration and you’re proposing a 4” diameter culvert.  EJ asked how does a 4” culvert meet the crossing standards and how will it accommodate the flows.  EJ stated that it provides a bank alteration which isn’t indicated in the submitted materials.
· MF stated that he and EJ are in disagreement of whether that’s a bank or a stream.  MF stated that he would characterize that as a wooded vegetative wetland and there is some flow occasionally but it doesn’t have a discernible channel, it doesn’t have a bank.  MF stated that he proposed a 4” culvert as a means for any surface water to pass underneath the driveway.  MF stated in order to meet the river crossing standard on that portion you would have to put in a 3’ diameter culvert.
· DB asked how the Commission feels about getting a third party review to look at the whole project.  DB stated that EJ asked two questions at the start of the Public Hearing which was either the work is denied or the applicant withdraw the Notice of Intent or receive an Order of Conditions for the alternatives and see if a third party reviewer would come in and make some commentary about it.
· DG asked what will happen with run off from the driveway.
· MF stated that it’s best to angle the driveway and put in a swale but it’s not on the plan. 
· DG stated that it says hard packed gravel or paved.
· MF stated that he’s giving the option.
· EJ stated that this project has been going on for 5 months since I’ve been here it was submitted in early September.
· MF stated 4 years.
· EJ stated she’s reviewed it three times and she has substantial concerns with the sight.  EJ stated she has never permitted a wetland replication and she doesn’t plan to.  EJ stated Wetland replications are 90% ineffective.  EJ stated the amount of riverfront alteration that is being proposed is 12%, that’s 2% over of what’s allowed under the WPA regulations.  EJ stated Natural Heritage was not informed, we don’t have Natural Heritage comments.  EJ stated that she would urge the Commission to have a peer reviewer look at this.
· DB stated that the Commission needs another plan addressing all the questions that have been asked tonight prior to asking a third party to review it.
· EG stated that the Commission needs a site visit and from there make a decision.
· MF stated that he will address the driveway runoff and increase the size of the culvert in the front.

· EG stated to MF that the Commission has answered his question about whether it can be built in the back of the lot so we need to go forward with Natural Heritage.

· EJ agreed.

· MF stated that he had Brian Butler from Oxbow Associates look at it and evaluate the Vernal Pools off site for breeding habitats and he indicated that he didn’t feel there is going to be a problem with Natural Heritage. 
· DB asked if there is a consensus from the board to ask for a continuation.

· EJ suggested continuing the Public Hearing to 03/19/09 @ 8:00 p.m. and she can bring forward three options for peer review.  EJ stated the Commission can look it over and select who they would like to do the peer review, notify the applicant and once MF completes his revision the Commission can provide the materials to the peer reviewer.  EJ asked the Commission to take a vote to require peer review fees per Chapter 44 section 53G it’s a portion of the state law that allows us to require peer review fees. 

MOTION:  Moved by DM, seconded by EG to move per MGL Chapter 44 section 53G,      the Commission would vote to require a third party consultant fee.           

                    Vote:  4/0

Public Hearing continued to 03/19/09 @ 8:00 p.m.
7:45 p.m. Public Hearing – Amended NOI 300-711: Proposal to add an additional retaining wall and modify drainage plan at 36/38 Goodrich Road.  Application submitted by Fred Gunn.

· EJ stated that Mr. Gunn has hired a new Consultant Seth LaJoy who has been out surveying on the property.  EJ stated that he will be evaluating the questions that were raised at the prior hearing and he wasn’t able to come up with an adequate plan to present tonight.

· DM asked if he was a professional Engineer.

· EJ stated that he’s a registered Sanitarian and we had asked for an Engineer stamped review on the retaining wall.
Public Hearing continued to 03/19/09 @ 7:30 p.m.

8:00 p.m. Public Hearing – NOI DEP 300-0798: Repair of septic system for single-family house at 3 Falls Road.  Application submitted by Green Hill Engineering Inc. on behalf of Bruce Wynne.
DB stated that a site visit is required for observation of this property and because of snow cover the site visit was cancelled.
Public hearing continued to 03/19/09 @ 7:45 p.m.
8:30 PM OTHER BUSINESS (As Time Allows)
OLD BUSINESS

Boundary signage ordered from Voss signs
· EJ stated that she received an invoice today in the amount of $425.00.
· DB asked how many signs we got.
· EJ stated 500 signs, the quote for the signs was $415.00 and the shipping charge is $10.00.
MOTION:  Moved by DM, seconded by EG to accept and pay Voss for the signs.
        Vote:  4/0
Discuss Conservation Commission “Land Use Permit”
· EJ stated that it is PLAC understanding that the June 2009 church youth group conference is still moving forward and details are still open for discussion for location of camping, water, toilets, rules, etc.  EJ stated that PLAC would like to see something on their March agenda for review.  EJ stated to the Commission that we need to delineate who is doing what.
· DB stated that the consensus is not to come from PLAC the consensus is to come from fire and police.
· DM stated that it’s not a PLAC land use permit it’s a Conservation Commission land use permit.
· EG stated that we have to give PLAC information on what’s transpiring so they can give us feedback.
· DB stated that if we have comments to make we go through our agent to Leslie Wong and we’ll have a meeting with LW to make sure everything is tied up, if PLAC has questions they too should go to LW.
· EJ suggested that at each meeting we have an open space update, we go over any progress that’s been made on open space work and until this event happens we also have a brief update which would include what planning is taking place, what components have been set up for the process and we can copy PLAC on those items.  EJ stated if PLAC has any comments they can submit them to us. 
There was consent amongst the Commission.

Discuss status of Youth Group at Leadmine Mountain Property
· DB stated that Leslie Wong is our volunteer organizer. 
· EJ stated that LW sent her an e-mail and indicated that she has contacted the fire and police Chiefs both of which are willing to set up an appointment once the snow melts to go out and identify the appropriate locations for fire and where the camping area would be for emergency purposes.
· DM asked about trash and sanitation.
· DB stated that it is being taken care of by LW.
· EJ stated that the Youth Group will be bringing in temporary Port-O-Potties.  EJ stated that they would use the fields by OSV for camping and they could drive over the spillway with the Port -O-Potties and a water truck.  EJ stated that LW has also been talking to OSV about OSV allowing the group to use the parking area.  EJ suggested meeting with DB and LW to discuss the next step.  EJ stated that she had previously met with Tom Chamberland and Dick LaFranchise and came up with a list of concerns.
· DM asked if the Commission should ask for a bond to be put up for clean up or damage.
· EJ stated that it’s up to the Commission, other towns have land use permits for the public or groups.  EJ showed the Commission a Land Use Permit that she is working on to provide the church group with a one page list of rules which the Commission would sign.  EJ stated a permit like this is something that we should incorporate into our regulations, in order to do that we would need to hold a Public Hearing.  EJ stated that PLAC has come up with a list of rules for conservation lands that they have posted in various locations.  EJ stated that the Commission needs to work with PLAC and come up with how we revise those because that will require a posting of a legal add and holding a Public Hearing.  EJ asked if the Commission wants to hold a Public Hearing to amend and include this permit or wait until we get through the bylaw regulations with revisions and incorporate this in there, do we want this to be an informal form and continue to work on rules in the process.
· DB stated that he would like to give the form to the group first to see how it works.
· EJ asked where we are with approving the group using this.

MOTION:  Moved by DB, seconded by EG to fully approve of the event in the guides that we know of at the present time.
· DM stated in terms of how to make sure they bring the adults and children that they say they are going to bring regardless of what group that is he feels we need some sort of performance bond to give to them.
· DB stated that we’ll have LW ask the leader of the group when they meet. 
· EJ stated in the land use permit it states how many people and how many cars their going to have.  EJ stated that she and the Chairman of the Conservation Commission signs and approves it, fire and police also need to sign off on it.  EJ stated once the form is filled out they will talk about a performance bond.
· DG asked who is going to be in charge to make sure everything goes as they say it will.
· DB stated LW is going to be responsible for the entire scope of the activities and we need to talk with her about that.  DB stated that LW will be the first contact and if she is not available then the group will call him.
· EJ stated that’s something that needs to be determined because there is some question as far as what is expected of LW.  EJ stated the group will have fire and police contact information.
· DB stated if there is a problem they will have LW telephone number for access.
Chapter 61 – 61 Falls Road Extension
· EJ stated that she sent an e-mail to Jean Bubon the Town Planner asking her the details on this.  EJ stated JB’s response was that the property is owned by Sturbridge Properties Ins. And Simons and the Hengeons who live at 138 Walker Pond Rd. plan to purchase this back land and combine it with their property.  EJ stated that access would be through the existing lot since the other areas along Walker Pond Rd. are constrained by wetlands.  EJ stated that the plan was endorsed by the Planning Board and the chapter land release must be done before the property is sold.  EJ stated that she followed up with JB and asked what the development potential on the property is.  EJ stated that JB stated that the development potential seems minimal due in part to the wetlands and beaver pond, at this point their combining their lot with their house lot that only has sufficient frontage for the home that is there.
· DB stated that he recommends issuing the acceptance of the Chapter 61 change.
NEW BUSINESS

8:45 PM

Request for Certificate of Compliance
· 300-706: 128 Podunk Road

· EJ stated that she did a site visit this afternoon for new construction of a septic system.  EJ stated that she did see evidence of grass growing around the property the hay bales and erosion controls were still in place.  EJ stated the site was snow covered.
· DB asked if there is a potential sale on the house.
· EJ stated no.
· DB stated that his recommendation is to wait until we can fully review the site for stability.
Letter Permits

· 10 Mt. Dan Road – Parking Area
· EJ stated that the Commission had a previous meeting for a lot of tree removal submitted by Chagron group.  EJ stated that they removed a bunch of dead hemlocks from the property not too long ago.  EJ stated they are proposing to do a 70’ x 40’ parking area on Mt. Dan Rd.   EJ stated that it’s outside the 100’ buffer.  EJ went out to the site and there’s a lot of little cut outs in the hillside on Mr. Dan Rd.   EJ stated that they are carving it into the hillside.  EJ stated it is owned by three families.
· DM asked how many parking spaces will that hold.
· EJ stated that she asked Jean Bubon and the Building inspector for comment and JB stated that this is equivalent for a three family home.
· DB stated that a letter permit will not work for this site because of the seep that always takes place from that hillside.  DB stated it will need to be engineered.  DB stated to EJ to go to the slope bylaw; the slope at this house has to be more than 8% so the toe of the slope is not where we start the measurement for the boundary line.
· DM stated that we can use that as a backup but we have concerns about removal of earth, concerns about drainage and concerns about the potential for siltation.  DM stated that the applicant needs to come before the board.
· DG stated that we need a site visit.
· EG stated that needs a Notice of Intent.
· EJ stated that she is not comfortable asking them to file a NOI that’s if you’re working in a resource area or proposing to alter a resource area.  EJ stated you can’t require someone to file a NOI outside the 100’ buffer.
· DM stated that it’s town jurisdiction.
· EJ stated that the town by law would be applicable we can have them file a Request for Determination.
· EG disagreed, an RDA is a state form.
· EJ stated for the record on the form there are 4 boxes that you check; you ask if the area is jurisdictional or your confirming a resource area boundary or whether it’s jurisdictional under the by law.

Little League Field Resurfacing

· EJ stated that she spoke with the president of Sturbridge Little League, that they have a field out behind the DPW barn and they maintain their fields every year; they bring in periodic loam, turf,  stone and see areas to repair the fields.  EJ stated this year their coming in with a Bobcat to strip the existing turf, remove the infield clay a depth of 4”, build a new pitchers mound and install stone and final clay in areas.  EJ stated they are outside the 50’, their arguing that this is yearly maintenance just more extensive this year.
· DG asked about ground water.
· EJ stated that the work is going to take one day depending on the weather.

MOTION:  Moved by EG, seconded by DM to consider this to be regular maintenance.

· DB stated he would like to add to the motion that the existing fence become the limited work area.
· EG stated that they also hay bale the storage.
· DG stated no stock piling.
Vote:  4/0

52 Mt. Dan Road – Tree Removal

· EJ stated that she provided photos to the Commission and stated that the trees are dead.
MOTION:  Moved by DM, seconded by EG to clear the trees as indicated.

        Vote:  4/0  

46 Mt. Dan Road – Tree removal

· EJ stated that she did a site visit and the trees the applicant is asking to remove are diseased, a report from the arborist which stated that both trees are heavily infested with Hemlock Willy Adelged and recommends removal.
MOTION:  Moved by DM, seconded by EG to accept the tree removal request.

       Vote:  4/0
Sign Permits

· 300-797: Main Street Sewer
· 300-796: Farquhar Road Culvert Replacement

· Correspondences

Survey on Town Bylaw
Last Green Valley “Walktober 2009” Event
· Forest Cutting Plan – Podunk Road
· PLAC Update
· EJ stated that she and DB were provided with an e-mail update from Fish and Wildlife and she has gotten together with Dick LaFranchise after the PLAC meetings to catch up and improve communication and PLAC suggested doing an informative walk down at the OSV property so members of PLAC, the Conservation Committee and Fish and Wildlife could be there together to talk about the project, take questions from the public, show people what is there.   
· DB stated that the Commission should invite the Open Space Committee and the CPC.

· EJ stated that PLAC had a question for the Commission; if the Hament Brook Restoration project was to happen would PLAC or others in town agencies be allowed to cut back brush along the brooks edge for fly fishing and other fishing activities.   If there would be no cut back of brush allowed by the Commission then any Brook restoration project would eventually make fly fishing impossible or similar to what upstream now looks like.  EJ stated there’s a 25’ no disturb law in the by law.

MOTION:  Moved by EG, seconded by DB that we answer the question no. 
        Vote:  2/2
PLAC Update
· EJ stated that PLAC is prepared to write some form of statement or fact sheet related to the proposal for or against the Hament Brook project.
· DB stated that it was presented in an open meeting with the general public and Fish and Wildlife present. 
· DM stated that the whole idea about bringing to town meeting was to let people have a chance to look at the facts.
· EG and DG agreed with DM.
· EJ stated that she will report back to PLAC to wait for town meeting.

PLAC Update
· DB stated that he received a letter from Dick LaFranchise from PLAC dated 01/19/09 which stated that he had some questions in regards to a revised mission statement from PLAC they are still waiting for an update from Jim Malloy.  DB stated that DL has a question about the signage on Heins farm property, Tom Chamberland requested that PLAC change the sign type and size to that used by the Army Corp of Engineers which is 3 ¾” x 5 ½”, not like the Department of Fish and Wildlife diamond shape.
· EJ stated that that’s the one that we just had made.
· DB stated another signage issue that they are discussing is what are we going to do with the Trek Sturbridge signs; are they going to be the same size as this or are they going to be the diamond shape like Fish and Wildlife.
· DM suggested going with the diamond shape.
· DG asked if the diamond shape will work.
· DB stated that he will work on it this weekend.
· DB stated that TC and PLAC are interested in having a group called Morten Trails come and meet with all the Committees to see what they have to offer 
· EJ stated that they are a consultant that would come and do trail design and consulting for a fee.
· DB stated that the Commission suggested that Morten Trails come to a Conservation meeting.
9:00 PM SITE VISIT SCHEDULE
286 Big Alum Rd. (Amendment to OOC submitted)

· EJ stated that this was a previously permitted project where the garage is in the middle of the road.  EJ stated that the Zoning Department has worked out a solution.  EJ stated the applicant submitted an amendment to their Notice of Intent.  EJ stated that they’re moving the garage outside the 50’ closer to the lake but in our meetings with the applicant’s representative the question was asked to EJ what she wants to see for mitigation.  EJ stated that she wants to see storm water management.  EJ stated that the applicant has incorporated vegetative swales, infiltration and a catch basin.  EJ suggested to the Commission to wait for the snow to melt before going on a site visit.
· DB suggested giving the Commission a list of sites to visit tonight.
MOTION:  Moved by EG, seconded by DM to adjourn @ 10:10 p.m.
                     Vote:  4/0
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