STURBRIDGE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Draft Minutes for Thursday, June 4th, 2009

Members present:  Dave Barnicle, Ed Goodwin, Donna Grehl, Jeff Bonja, and Wendy Hanson

Members absent:

Also Present:  Erin Jacque (EJ), Conservation Agent, Mark Farrell of Green Hill Engineering, William Clougherty of MA Highway, Joe Astrenga, Bill Muir, Ted Goodwin, Al Basil, Dale Favreau, Steve from Cedar St., Carol Childress Dick LaFranchise , Chairman of PLAC, Peter Shilling, Chairman of the State of Council of Trout Unlimited, Bob Briere, Mike LaMay, Linda Cochalis, and Barbara Martel.

7:00 PM-Open Meeting - Quorum check

As time allows

CPA and Lakes Advisory Committee update(s)

Approval of Minutes

WH arrived at 7:10 p.m.

Walk-ins:

Gary Malone - Concerns regarding the Preserve Subdivision.

· EJ stated Gary Malone was having a problem with drainage runoff on his property at the Preserve.  EJ stated she notified the Town Planner two weeks ago of the complaint and the Town Planner sent her an indication that the people who owned the Preserve filed for bankruptcy.  EJ stated another company acquired the property and they’re presently working to try and complete the sub-division and in the process they raised the storm water structures in the road.  EJ stated GM said it has been an on going issue with storm water coming down the road into the pond next to the Sturbridge Pottery Site.  EJ stated GM took some video of the stream flowing and it shows the source of the water being the Preserve.  EJ stated GM wanted to take a look at the plan and request some action on the Conservation Commissions part to do something about the increased flow.

· DG stated the Preserve never did the final grade on those roads.

· GM showed the Commission the video of the storm and discussed possible solutions.

· EJ stated she is going to contact the current owners about putting hay bales around the lots that are open and stated that until the roadway is brought up there’s no way to divert the water.

· DG stated the Commission will contact the current owners to come in and discuss the issue.  

7:30 p.m. Public Hearing -- (Hearing Opened 12/04/2008)-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.

· DB asked if Mr. Gunn is coming in.

· EJ stated no. 

· DB asked what the board would like to do regarding DEP # 300-711 for 36 and 38 Goodrich Rd.  DB stated that this is a postponement of a Public Hearing that has been postponed innumerable times and EJ has a proposed action he thinks should be considered.

· EJ stated that she has sent Mr. Gunn multiple correspondences (EJ explained the history of this Public Hearing to the new members of the Commission).

· DB stated that in the Order of Conditions it stated that the Commission would continue discussing Mr. Gunns plans once he had a stamped engineered plan.

· EJ stated that the Building Inspector will not accept the surveyed plan done by the Consulting Sanitarian hired by Mr. Gunn because he’s not a registered surveyor so he doesn’t know if the setbacks that were indicated on the plan are correct.  EJ stated that she prepared a letter based on the last meeting she had with Mr. LaJoy; Mr. Gunns sanitarian.  EJ stated Mr. Gunn has been notified of the issues three times and she is suggesting a deadline for him to get the information back to us basically saying if we don’t get a structurally engineered stamp on the plan by the August 30th deadline then the Commission will close the Public Hearing and he will need to reapply with a new order of conditions and address all the issues.

· DB stated that he and EJ came up with the August 30th date because we have another meeting September 04th that will give the Commission a date certain that we can talk to the public about.  DB stated that he favors this particular move and would like to hear how the other members of the Commission feel.

· EG asked if there is any silting in the lake at this time.

· DB stated no, it’s stable at the present time but the problems is that the rock walls were built without any professional engineering and most likely they are not on the man’s property so it will be difficult to approve the plan.  DB stated that there’s concern that the structures are not doing what they’re intended to do.  DB stated the slope on the property in some places is 5 to 1.

· EJ stated that Mr. Gunn can’t go forward until he takes care of this issue first.

· DB stated should any of the structures fail then the stability of that site would be in question and then we can take action which would be remedial.

· EJ stated that the site is stable in the sense that no sediment is moving at present however the site is not buttoned up; it’s not vegetated, it’s open and exposed and every time she goes out there usually it’s raining; when you look at the wall, water is getting in behind it, he’s taken boulders and piled them and put mud behind them.  EJ stated there’s no drainage considerations, no erosion control fabric and there’s nothing to prevent the material from coming out between boulders.

MOTION:  By EG, seconded by DG to take the recommended action by the agent.

                     Vote:  3/0

                          2 abstentions

7:45 p.m. Public Hearing  (Hearing Opened 09/18/2008) - 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.

(Neither Wendy or Jeff B. can vote on this item)

Results of review from peer reviewer.

· EJ stated that she and Art Allen went out to the site a couple of weeks ago.

· AA stated that under existing conditions walking in from New Boston Rd. on the proposed alignment of the driveway there’s an area of historic fill that Mark Farrell had noted up to the edge of the first wetland.  AA stated that he estimates that the fill is plus or minus 30 years old and there are trees established on it of good size.  AA stated that going into the first wetland on the site visit he observed flow on May 06, 2009 in the vicinity of the proposed driveway.  AA stated that just downstream of the proposed driveway the stream goes under a large white pine root mass.  AA stated that the stream seems to rise in the northerly part of the site where it forms a discontinuous channel but in his opinion the vicinity of the proposed driveway is in a defined stream channel and suggested taking extra consideration in terms of hydrology and stream crossing guidelines.  AA stated that going thru that wetland he had no problem with the back side delineation going across where the wetland goes south of the proposed driveway and then turns up along the perennial stream.  AA stated one concern he had was the wetland north of the proposed driveway and west of the perennial stream; it turns back and there is additional wetland off site but within 100’ that will project additional buffer zone to the site.  AA stated the he would recommend the delineated site line.  AA stated that when you get to the perennial stream crossing he has no problem with the vegetated wetland on either side and the bank in his opinion is accurately located.  AA stated that he found an additional small pocket of isolated wetland up in the back and he flagged it while he was out there; it was ground water up to the surface, hydro soils, wetland vegetation and his opinion is it’s an isolated vegetated wetland under the bylaw.  AA stated that there was no significant evidence of flooding within 100’ of the proposed work.

· EG asked how close the stream comes to the proposed driveway.

· AA stated his opinion is that it comes within 25’ of the proposed driveway.  AA stated that he discussed with EJ his limited alternatives part of his report because if there isn’t agreement on existing conditions there’s no reason to get deeply into the project.  AA stated that based on the research he and EJ did the lot was created by subdivision in 1989 and doesn’t look like there were any alternatives.  AA stated that one alternative would be keeping the house and septic to the west of the perennial stream and do a minimum impact crossing for the well.

· MF stated that he agrees with AA assessment but he doesn’t think it’s a stream in the front, he didn’t see any signs of scouring and his opinion was that it was a ripple from another pool that dissipates.  MF stated in the stream crossing standards it states that their not intended to be used for non fish bearing streams.

· DB stated that the Commission felt that they had seen defined channels including the one that went under the entire root structure of the pine tree.

· AA stated that that was the original intention of the standards but they’ve now been codified thru DEP such that any stream with defined channel on the ground needs to meet those standards.

· MF stated that 87% of the applicants’ dry land is on the other side of the Brook, 7% is on the New Boston Rd. side; if the applicant wants to get over the other side he has no means of getting over there except by walking across the stream.

· EJ stated she would agree with MF however under the WPA the riverfront section of the regulations that the Commission is required to look at alternatives and if there is an alternative with less impact and alteration to the wetland and the resource areas then the Commission has to consider that as an option.

· MF stated that this NOI was originally filed as a perennial stream.

· AA stated even if it’s a perennial stream the Commission still has a discretionary authority to limit.

· JB asked what the useable area is.

· MF stated the useable area is 17,500 square feet; a building lot in Sturbridge is one acre.

· EJ stated that she thinks the Commission needs additional information, there’s a requirement for an alternatives analysis which we haven’t seen for the home location, septic location and the well location.  EJ stated that if those items aren’t an option then we need to go back and look at those crossings, the first crossing in particular to make sure we have a situation that complies with the stream crossing standards.  

· MF stated he submitted a drawing that shows for the septic you need 100’ from the wetland, 15’ off the property line in Sturbridge and 100’ from it as well so if you try to put the footprint for a four bedroom septic and the reserved area it won’t fit in the space that’s available.  MF stated that would force you to go to a mounded system for a two bedroom house and then you might have the well on the other side of the wetland.

· EJ stated to MF that that may not be the best option for him and his client but it may be the only permitable option that the Commission can take action on because it fits in the foot print and it complies with the regulations and doesn’t alter that resource area.

· MF stated that the board can allow these projects if it meets the performance standards which is what he designed.

· AA stated that there hasn’t been a detailed alternative analysis done for this project.

· DB stated that the WPA indicates that the Commission needs to see an alternatives analysis completed and EJ already outlined the phased steps to which we could move ahead with this project.  

· EJ stated that the WPA regulations 310 CMR 10.5843 which is riverfront regulations explicitly states “if there is a practicable and substantially equivalent economic alternative with less adverse impact the proposed work shall be denied and the applicant may either withdraw the NOI or receive an Order of Conditions for the alternative”.

· MF stated that the regulations certainly say that it’s under the rivers protection act if this was reclassified as an intermittent stream that portion goes away.

· EJ stated that the Commission has to operate under the presumption that this is a perennial stream unless we have the documentation and a standing determination of applicability which only applies to that determination of applicability.

· DB stated that it is only good for three years.

· MF stated that Natural Heritage and Endangered Species requested a habitat assessment which we’ve contracted with them so we’re in the process of getting them to do that.  MF stated that he will put together some scenarios with the house up front.  MF stated that he would like to go out there with EJ, AA and himself to see if there’s anything that can be done to optimize the situation.

Public Hearing continued to 08/06/ 2009 @ 7:30 p.m.

8:15 p.m. Public Hearing - (Hearing Opened 4/30/2009) - NOI DEP 300-TBA:  Proposal to redevelop of an existing parking lot, including gas station, convenience store, 4-bay service station and car wash at 173 Main Street.  Mike Loin from Bertin Engineering representing Joseph Daou.

(Jeff B. cannot vote on this item for the regular hearing)

· ML stated that after the last public hearing it was decided to eliminate the car wash and by doing that he was able to shift everything over.  ML stated that they are not adding any additional impervious within the 50’ buffer than presently exists.  ML stated that by taking out the car wash they were able to add additional landscaping along the parking lot and the buffer.  ML stated they are now ready to send out for a third party review.  ML stated that at the last public hearing we forgot to vote on a weather permit to do observation holes for the drainage.  ML asked if the Commission can issue a Letter Permit so he can move forward.  ML stated that they changed the type of structure; they’re putting in the one that’s approved by UMASS in the testing facility.

· DB stated so you’re getting storm water credits.

· ML stated yes.

· EJ stated that her primary concern is the storm water.

· EG asked to see the 50’ buffer zone and asked if all structure was being pulled out of the 50’.

· ML stated no we still have the existing impervious parking lot.  ML stated that this is classified as a redevelopment.

· DB stated that ML is looking for a waiver for the 50’ buffer.

· ML stated that they are leaving the existing pavement.

· EG stated that he would like to see the 25’ to the 50’ buffer marked off and then start the plan. 

· ML stated that he doesn’t think the Conservation Commission has jurisdiction to say because it is considered redevelopment under WPA.

· DB stated that the 50’ buffer zone is a local bylaw.

· EJ asked where the proposed snow storage would be.

· ML stated that they designated the area of impervious surface in the corner of three extra spaces which will work its way into the drainage system.

· EJ asked what if the three spaces are exceeded.

· ML stated that any snow that has exceeded the three spaces will need to be manually removed.

· WH expressed concern about one catch basin handling all the snow melt.

· ML stated that snow melt is slow.

· DG asked if there are calculations for area runoff.

· ML stated that the site is designed for a 100 year storm.

Public Hearing continued to 07/16/2009 @ 7:45 p.m.

· ML stated that he has a Letter Permit.

· EJ stated the purpose of the letter is for performing test pits at the appropriate location shown on the provided plan.  EJ stated there is a total of 7 test holes and they will mark the test holes prior to excavation.  EJ stated within the limits of existing pavement no erosion controls will be necessary.  EJ stated that it is a minor activity under the WPA.

MOTION:  By DB, seconded by EG to issue a letter permit.

                     Vote:  5/0 

8:30 p.m. Public Hearing  - NOI DEP 300-TBA:  Resurfacing and rehabilitation of a section of Main Street (Route 131).  Application submitted by MA Highway.

· William Clougherty (sp?) from MA Highway stated there is one pole at the Sturbridge line with a significant amount of erosion control and discussed what the best option would be.  WC stated that MA Highway is proposing riprap almost the entire length down to the slope or they may look to incorporate the last drain outfall into a new drain line in Southbridge.

· DB asked if MA Highway needs access for maintenance could they use the existing area.

· WC stated that they’re proposing a temporary easement for the purpose of constructing the riprap and they would need to ask for permission for access in terms of maintenance.

· DB asked if the responsibility would stay with MA Highway or would it revert to the DPW in the town of Sturbridge.

· WC stated that Route 131 is a state highway in Sturbridge.

· EJ asked what would be done to maintain a swale that she pointed out on the plan.

· WC stated the reason for the proposal is for maintenance because it’s so badly eroded.

· EG asked what MA Highway will do to keep the pollution from getting into the wetland.

· WC stated that the sumps and the Catch Basins will keep the sediment in the structure itself and will not affect the flow.  WC stated that MA Highway is doing some minor widening to the intersection of Hall Rd and Route 131 and are within the 100’ flood plane.

· EJ stated that this would be a proposed alteration of 13,190 square feet, a proposed replacement area of 9,025 square feet.  EJ stated the cubic volume of flood storage loss would be 9,670 square feet and replace 9,704 square feet.  EJ stated that it’s flood plane, not wetland.

· WC stated that the net increase in flood plane volume is 34 cubic feet.

· EG stated that he doesn’t understand what flood plane replication is.

· EJ stated for every square foot of volume of material you add in a flood plane you have to provide compensatory storage and remove that somewhere else so by adding the width to the road they’ll be adding X amount of volume of fill so they need to compensate.

· WC suggested a site visit.  WC stated that on Fiske Hill Rd. MA Highway has agreed to look at the existing cross culvert that goes under Route 131 and increase the size of the culvert to prevent it from clogging so it’s consistent with the culvert in the parking lot at Fiske Hill Plaza.

Public Hearing continued to July 16th, 2009 @ 8:00 p.m. 

8:45 p.m. Public Hearing -NOI DEP-TBA.   Proposal to install a 3,000 gallon industrial wastewater holding tank at 195 Arnold Rd.  McClure Engineering representing Donald Damon of Hyland Orchard.

· EJ stated that this is a proposal to install a 3,000 gallon industrial holding tank at 195 Arnold Rd.  EJ stated that Highland Orchard has an existing system that comes out to a tank that they want to replace.  EJ stated there have been numerous complaints about material coming out in the parking area.  EJ stated that she did a site visit with a member of the Board of Health.  EJ stated that she would rely on the Board of Health to do the Title V issue so she would look at the erosion controls and make sure that won’t be causing material to get into the resource area.  EJ stated that the erosion controls seemed appropriately placed.

· Highland Orchard stated that the work will be done in the gravel parking lot area where the existing tank will be abandoned and they will provide the proper protection so that no siltation gets to the road. 

· DB asked if it will be a one for one switch.

· Highland Orchard stated yes and the new tank will meet the standard industrial waste holding tank application for the MA DEP.

MOTION:  By EG, seconded by WH to accept the proposal.

                     Vote:  5/0

9:00 p.m.

246 Fiske Hill Rd:  Request for Amendment of Order of Conditions and follow up on compliance issues with sequence of construction (see also request for extension).

· EJ stated that she received an e-mail from R. Levesque requesting a slot at the next meeting to present his plan to the Commission with the modifications that were discussed on site and also have a site visit with the Commission when the site is 90% complete with site grading.  

· DG asked if the swales will be in.

· EJ stated no.

· EG asked if the foundation has been poured.

· EJ stated she doesn’t know.

· EG asked if they are delivering the house.

· DB stated no.  DB stated that the Commission needs to do a site visit to see if the foundation has been poured.  DB stated that what RL had indicated to the Commission at the last site visit was he was going to go back to the drawing board and come up with a design for two swales.  DB stated one would go from the area of the new septic system towards Fiske Hill Rd. and one would go from the area of the house back toward the septic system.  DB stated that there is no work being done until the Commission receives those documents.  DB stated that the applicant is asking for a continuation.  

OLD BUSINESS

Hamant Brook:

MOTION:  By DB, seconded by DG to indicate to MA Fish and Wildlife the support of the Town of Sturbridge for their development of a proposal to the Mellenium power group or others to provide funds for the full development and implementation of a plan for the stream restoration of Hamant Brook.

Discussion: 

· DB stated that if this motion were to pass the Commission as a board would be asking for a codicil that would clearly indicate the towns participation in all the area’s of development but without any fiduciary responsibility’s or without any monetary responsibility’s.

· DG read a segment from a document called Dam Removal and Wetland Regulations.

· Joe Ostrenga spoke about safety issues.

· Jeff Bonja spoke-inaudible.

· DB stated that the purpose of MA Fish and Wildlife’s proposal includes the removal of the dams but the net end game is to change the Eco system such that it will encourage a population of trout that they feel is non existent within that same reach as it would be if they can open up the flow.

· Bill Muir spoke against removing the dams.

· Ted Goodwin spoke about a study that was done to improve the Quinebaug vs. spending the money to remove the dams.

· Al Basil spoke in support of removing the dams.

· Dale Favreau stated that the dams don’t pose a threat or an expense to the town.  

· Steve from Cedar St. spoke about removal of the dams.

· Carol Childress spoke about legal deadlines for inspecting and repairing dams in the state of MA.

· Dick LaFranchise, the current chair of the PLAC stated that the PLAC has never made a recommendation to any Committee in town about the Hament Brook dams.  DL stated that speaking as a resident he would like the Conservation Commission to consider taking the opportunity of free money to remove the dams. 

· EG spoke about using the money to clean up the Quinebaug.

· Peter Shilling, Chairman of the State Council of Trout Unlimited spoke in support of the project.

· Bob Briere spoke against removal of the dams.

· Don Mullen spoke about how removing the dams will improve the water quality.

· Mike LaMay spoke in favor of the grant money.

· Jeff Bonja asked what the next step would be.

· DB stated that the next step should the Commission move ahead is for a letter of agreement to Fish and Wildlife to move ahead with their application for money that is available.  DB stated once Fish and Wildlife applies they would involve the Commission in the application process.

· Linda Cochalis spoke about the mosquito issue in Sturbridge with the ponds.

· Barbara Martel stated that removal of the dams was never mentioned when the town proposed to buy it.

· Someone stated that Selectman Creamer read earlier this week the original Conservation restrictions that dam removal was one of the options listed in the original CR.

· DB stated that if you read the totality of the restriction almost everything was approved.

                     Vote:  3/2 
NEW BUSINESS

9:15 PM

Pilot Travel- Diesel release update from DEP

· EJ stated that Pilot Travel had a diesel spill last Thursday afternoon.  EJ stated that DEP’s emergency response was out there all day.  EJ stated that Dino from DEP emergency response called her and indicated that no water from the spill made it into Hament Pond.  EJ stated that they put absorbent boons into the catch basins that caught the diesel fuel and they also put absorbent boons into the outlet at Hament Pond to capture any fuel that did make it out.  EJ stated that they have an Environmental Consultant who’s been hired to deal with the mitigation action that Pilot will need to take.  EJ stated within 60 days she will receive a report that indicates the response action taken.  EJ stated she asked Dino whether the material had gotten into any sediment that required any dredge or soil removal and he said no.

Request for Minor Modifications to Orders of Conditions:

· EJ stated that an amendment is being presented by Tighe and Bond on behalf of the Town of Sturbridge.  EJ stated prior to Wendy Hanson and Jeff Bonja coming on board the Commission approved a Notice of Intent for the sewer upgrades on Route 131.  EJ stated she received a letter which indicates the legal matter between Sturbridge and Southbridge has been resolved so the town is going to be constructing the Main St. sewer modifications that were approved in the Order of Conditions.  EJ stated that Tighe and Bond would like to replace some of the existing water mains in the same structured Main St.  EJ stated on the map that she showed to the Commission that the green indicates the four water mains that Tighe and Bond are proposing for replacement and stated that the entire stretch of Route 131 isn’t going to be redone.  EJ stated that Tighe and Bond wanted to have this approved as a minor modification to the order.

· EG asked what does the NOI read. 

· EJ stated that they were replacing the lines in the old one.  EJ stated the original NOI stated that they were replacing 5,640 linear feet of 6” PVC force main in Main St. and three clean out structures within the existing roadway surface; the new Main St. pump station to intercept the existing gravity flow to Southbridge and redirect the flow to Sturbridge collecting system via the proposed force main;  420 linear feet of 2” PVC low pressure sewer with 5 grinder pumps and one cleanout structure along Main St.; replacement of under sized portion of existing gravity sewer system along Main St., 930 linear feet; Willard Rd. 890 linear feet to accommodate the discharge from the proposed MSPS force main and mechanical and electrical upgrades to the existing Hobbs Brook pump station to accommodate the additional flow from the proposed MSPS.  EJ stated that since they are no longer in a law suit with Southbridge that they’ve abandoned the need to upgrade the sewer system and that they would just like to repair these four force mains along Route 131.

· DB stated that what their showing you is the location of the proposed improvements along most of the section of Route 131; the proposed water mains will be installed in the same location as the proposed force main so they’re saying the same trenching.  DB stated that the pumping stations are staying the same but they are changing out some of the 25-30 year old piping and putting in new piping.  

· EJ stated that what the Order of Conditions permitted was to open up a section of highway in that vicinity to do the repairs and it seems what they’re proposing for the modification is the same it’s just in a different way.  

· DB stated that he feels that this is a minor amendment and doesn’t feel the scope has changed.

MOTION:  By DG, seconded by JB to accept the request for the minor modification for the Town of Sturbridge DEP 300-797.

                    Vote:  4/1 Opposed

Letter Permits:

9 Library Lane

· DB stated that the Commission did a site visit last night and also met with Buddy Soper today at noon at 9 Library Lane.  DB stated that BS spoke with him about coming in at the angle and taking down three trees.  BS stated that he’s going to avoid having to chop off the entire face of the gravel area because the way the drill rig works it has to work on a level area so it will drill straight down as opposed to drilling at an angle.  DB stated that by coming in at an angle there is a minimum of disturbance on the slope as opposed to backing down and turning 180 degrees and going into the slope and having it cut the entire slope away.  DB stated additionally what BS did not put on the paper work is where the second yellow tape was on the opposite side of the road will be all hay baled and at the completion of the project he will put 8” of wood chips on the entire slope to take care of erosion problems.  DB stated to have National Grid do it would be a cost issue.  
· JB asked a question about the trees that is inaudible.
· DB stated that we usually ask for some sort of replication.
· WH asked if it is necessary for 8” of wood chips.
· DB stated no and we can put an Order of Conditions together along with the letter permit.  DB stated that he feels the site is so constrained at the present time he would hesitate to ask for any other plantings because every ounce of that soil is already occupied by a tree of some kind. 
· DG asked if BS is stumping.
· DB stated no the one big stump that exists at the present time where the well is going to go will come out.  DB stated one small tree under 4 DBH and two trees that are significantly larger than 4 DBH will come out.
· Two questions asked by EG and JB are inaudible.
· DB stated that he will ask for an as built as part of the Order of Conditions.
· JB asked a question which is inaudible. 
· DB stated that what BS is claiming is that the material that he’s taking out on the angle he’s going to move down to the edge of the road and create some sort of berm for a primary block from any slurry coming from the pumping of the drilling of the Well and put hay bales on the other side.
· JB asked if the site will return to the original elevations.
· DB stated yes and we can put that as part of the conditions.
MOTION:  By JB, seconded by DG to approve the Letter Permit.

                     Vote:  5/0  

90 Paradise Lane

· EJ stated that the applicant has two boulders on top of each other that deteriorated and fell into the water.  EJ stated that the applicant needs to pick them up and put them back in place.
· DB suggested that we move it forward and not wait until drawdown.
· EG asked what they’re using for equipment.
· WH stated a Bobcat and chains.
· DG asked EJ to have the applicant send her a photo when it’s done.
· EJ stated she will send the applicant a letter stating to do only the repair of the wall to its pre existing condition and no other alterations.
There is a consensus amongst the Commission with no disagreement to go ahead with the above repair.

100 South Shore Drive:

· EJ stated this is a septic repair from Green Hill Engineering.  EJ stated that she received this application yesterday and she has not been out to the site.  EJ stated that the work is outside the 100’ buffer zone.
· DB stated that he and DG are familiar with the site and stated as long as the applicant puts the hay bale boundary where they show it he has no problem.  DB stated that there is no need for a silt fence as that will make the slope less stable and there is no need for a second hay bale line.  DB stated that it’s within the 200’ buffer zone.
There is a consensus amongst the Commission with no disagreement to go ahead with the above repair.

Sign Permit

· 158 Lane 8

· 148 Lane 8

· 31 Bennetts Road

Correspondences:

Walkable Communities Workshop:

· EJ stated that on Saturday there’s a walkable communities work shop from 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. at the Senior Center.  EJ stated that she has the correspondence if anyone is interested.

Lycott Lakes Treatment Notification:

· EJ stated that she received notification from Lycott for lake treatment at Cedar Lake which will take place on Thursday, June 04th, 2009.

The Preserve:

· EJ stated that she received notification today from Hill Services Co. who just took over on the Preserve.  EJ read the letter to the Commission:  Please be advised that as a result of a foreclosure and sale of the above referenced property the title to the property was deeded to the mortgage holder on 04/24/2009.  Subsequent to the transfer Hill Financial Services worked closely with the DPW and Jean Bubon, the town Planner.  Hill Financial has retained the services of a contractor to complete the remaining scope of infrastructure work in order for the roadway to be approved and accepted as a town roadway.  In working with the contractor and discussions with the engineer I questioned both the relative nature for items 71 specifically and requirements for contours within the 200’ wetland boundaries.  I respectfully request that the Conservation Commission agree to waive the contour requirement within 200’ of the wetland boundaries because there’s no apparent value to having the topography in those areas.  No one would have any use for it.  The cost associated with that specific item would double the remaining cost for the engineer to complete.  Maybe the Commission would consider a site visit to verify the work completed and make a determination as to the contours after the site visit.  EJ stated that this would be a good time to contact them, go on a site visit and see what their proposing a change for and at that point the Commission could discuss the storm water issue.
· DB stated that there is a 200’ wetland bylaw in Sturbridge and they are asking us to amend the plan.
Request for Open Space Assistant:

· EJ stated that she submitted a request to Jim Malloy for the Commission to allow her to take $5,000.00 from the WPA fund of which we have about $85,000.00 and put that amount toward the Recording Secretary’s salary and use the remaining $5,000.00 in her budget to hire a less that 10 hour a week Open Space Assistant, a ten hour position to help her with open space related items.  EJ stated that it would be a one year position.
MOTION:  By DG, seconded by EG that we give EJ $5,000.00 out of the WPA account and utilize that for purchasing services.

                     Vote:  5/0
Follow up on outstanding sites with concerns:
St. Anne’s Cemetery:

· EJ stated that the Commission had done a site visit at St. Anne’s Cemetery.  EJ stated that she will be sending St. Anne’s a letter indicating the need to continue doing the correct procedures that they’ve been doing as far as storing their material behind the rocks.
· DB stated that they have not been dumping their materials beyond the rocks that they established as a limit of work.  DB stated that EJ also had a second letter from the same St. Anne’s visit that she was going to send to the woman on Arnold Rd.
· EJ stated that there is a culvert that was installed off of Arnold Rd.  EJ stated that she thinks the culvert is on private property to access the back lot on someone’s property.  EJ stated that the culvert looks fairly new.  EJ asked the Commission what they would like her to do.
· DB suggested that she notify DPW to make sure it’s not a DPW project and then contact the owner and let them know that this is not an approved usage; their accessing St. Anne’s Cemetery to cross the stream illegally.
· EJ stated the installation of the culvert says that you need to provide evidence that you’ve permitted this project.  EJ asked the Commission if they can’t do that is the Commission going to enforce it.
· DB stated yes.
· EJ stated that they will need to have a permit to remove the culvert. 
29 Arnold Rd.

· EJ stated that there was a complaint from the neighbor about an existing culvert that is being used for access to the back of the property and it is causing disturbance.  
· EJ stated the owner lives in Florida and she is unable to contact her and asked the Commission what they would like her to do.

· EG stated to put it on the back burner until everything else is completed.

37 Arnold Rd.

· EJ stated that she received a complaint of trees cut down next to the wetland at 37 Arnold Rd.  EJ stated she went out there with DG and it looks like 2-4 large diameter trees along the edge of the wetland.  EJ stated that the stumps are still there.  
· DG suggested planting a tree.
· DB suggested that the owners come in and stated that we’ve got pictures and the Commission will ask for a replanting. 
Leadmine Rd. culvert:

· DB stated that he will speak with Greg Morse.
Potential Tree Farm by Tom Chamberland:

· DB asked if there is a consensus for the tree farm as long as we can mark out what is specifically the wetland.
· EG stated to keep them 50’ away from the wetland.
· DG stated to make sure they have hay bales during excavation.
· DB stated that we need to include that stock piling is going to be out in the parking lot area and not back on the site.
· JB is inaudible.
· DB stated that there can be a gravel pad, a 5-6´strip to clean the tires before they enter the facility.
· WH asked about soil consumption.
· DB stated that they will drive to the back of the site with this big spade, dig the tree out, plant a tree,  put the soils back and then start moving backwards so the compaction will be loosened up by the next spade full.
· DB stated there is a concern voiced by the Commission about compaction in the future and also a concern about watering the trees after their initial placement.
Land Use Permits

PLAC Update

Forest Cutting Plans

9:30 PM SITE VISIT SCHEDULE

MOTION:  Moved by EG, seconded by WH to adjourn at 11:00 p.m.

