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 Conservation Commission Meeting
Sharon Community Center
October 2, 2014  
Peg Arguimbau, Chariperson, Elizabeth McGrath, Merideth DeCarbonnel, Alan Westman , Keevin Geller and Linda Orel and Stephen Cremer were the members present. The Conservation Administrator, Greg Meister, was also present.
Meeting started at 7:50pm
Continuance request for 595 Old Post for a date after Oct 22.  They will be meeting with the ZBA on October 22nd and would like to set a date after that.
Moved: 595 Old Post Road hearing to continue on November 6st at 8:00pm. 
Orel, McGrath 6-0-0.
7:45 pm – Peter O’Cain, Presentation from GZA on Hammershop Pond
Jim Gurenti, GZA Consultant.  Gurenti has worked for the Town for several years inspecting dams.
GZA was tasked by the Town to inspect Hammershop Pond  Dam in accordance with 5 year scheduled inspections for Dams.  Hammershop Pond is considered a Significant Hazard Dam.  The last inspection of Hammershop Dam was in 2009.  At that time a visual inspection was performed which consisted of walking around and observing the dam for any noticable deficencies.  There is a checklist which must be followed.  GZA’s recent inspection found a number of deficiencies.  The wooden stocks were in a state of collapse.  In 2009, it was noted that these were in deterioration, but not to the extent they were now.  There was concern that if the dam were to fail, water may have drained from the pond, going into the road and resulting in possible property damage. This is considered a major deficiency, one of several which were found at Hammershop Pond Dam.
GZA noted that the wooden stop logs and stanchions were on the verge of collapse.  They notified the Town Engineer and prepared a letter which recommended that the water level in the pond be dropped to the apron so that there would be no danger of a sudden release of water.  The Town Engineer instructed a DPW crew to remove the stop logs.  Currently, two feet of stop logs remain, with GZA recommending the Town take down the remainder in order to minimize the possibility of damage. 
At the Embankment, there is a hole in the fence which people can walk across.  There are heavy trees and shrubs along the embankment, about fifty feet on one side, and 200 feet on the other.  According to Dam safety protocol, they do not like to see trees on the dam.  
There is minor to moderate unevenness undulation of the crest and upstream slope. Noticed also was a lack of erosion protection and riprap along the entire upstream slope at the water line.
There is moderate to severe deterioration of the stone masonry wall which serves as the downstream side of the embankment.
The stone wall is in need of repairs with trees growing between stones.  According to GZA, with deficiencies stated, dam safety wants all dams up to date and in good condition.  There are condition ratings.  Good, satisfactory, poor, unsafe.  This dam is in poor condition.
Options for the Town to consider include repairing the dam by fixing the deficiencies or removing the dam which would convert the pond to a free flowing stream . There are both advantages and disadvantages of each.  Cost and permitting must be taken into account.  
Full rehab, repair of the dam would include removal of all trees and shrubs on the downstream and upstream side.  The spillway structure would need to be completely replaced. Instead of using wood, aluminum would be used. The wall would be reset as necessary. Rip-raf would be put in upstream as well as grading upstream and the crest to restore proper grades.  Additionally, the spillway would need to be addressed as it is undersized.  The most cost effective way to remedy would be to allow water to overtop the dam. 
Advantages of fixing the dam:
· Deficiencies would be fixed

· The Dam would look good in the eyes of Dam Safety

· The Pond would be maintained with no change to the Eco System.

· Cost of permitting.  Generally less extensive for repair than removal.

· Possibility of grant money available, but not likely

Disadvantage:
· High cost to repair

· Town will need to maintain, mow grass, etc….

· Will be exposed to liabilities

· Continued regulation

Options include a partial breach.  Can remove entire length of the dam, but would need to do so in a cost effective manner.  If decided to pursue this option will need to speak with DCR to see if removing the stop logs down to apron would qualify for partial breach. This option would dry out the pond.  There are rules which must be followed dams not to be considered a dam.  
Advantages to a partial breach of the dam:
· No cost for repairs

· No future liability

· Restoring a segment of Mass Brook to its original free flow

· Remaining structure would no longer be considered or regulated as a dam

Disadvantages to a partial breach of the dam:
· Additional permitting

· Additional stakeholder concurrence

· Cost of locally removing sediments from dam, if required

· Loss of limited recreation benefits provided by the pond

· Potential downstream transport of sediment from pond which could clog the culvert

· Potential negative aesthetic impact to neighbors 

Permitting for rehab or removal of the dam is similar. It is a long and often tedious process.  Approximately 6 to 9 months for rehab.  Approximately 12 to 24 months for removal.  Critical path for either scenario. Permit level design drawings would be needed.
Costs:
Rehabilitation: Would be in the ballpark of $430,000.  This figure does not included maintenance costs to maintain the dam on a yearly basis.
Removal: State must approve.  Permitting and engineering is about same amount of money as rehabilitation. Permitting for removal though is more substantive.  Cost is about $220,000
Discussion continued about the pros and cons of fixing the dam and breaching.  Question brought up about a temporary repair.  If prefer to go that route need to discuss with DCR. a signed and stamped plan would be needed, along with approval from the DCR. Concom would like for the DPW to look at a temporary repair. DPW is concerned with this and the cost associated with.  They do not have the funds in their budget to support a temporary repair.  Perhaps meet with Fincom and request a transfer of funds.  The Town needs to consider if they would like to build a structure which most likely would be torn down within one to two years.
Discussion about wetlands and the pond and what would happen if the pond were breached.
Geller feels that the wooden structure of the dam can be replaced with pressure treated lumber which would last twenty five years.  He has contractors which could replace the boards over in 2 to 3 days, but not sure if the DCR would allow.
The pond is considered a historic pond and is over 100 years old. It was pointed out that structures are historic, not the ponds.  The issue at hand is that a permit for the repair is still needed, and rules and regulations must apply.  
More information is needed, including impact to wetlands 
From a permitting perspective, the Commission can issue an emergency order, allowing time to look at what needs to be done and build consensus. Need to approach DCR and discuss with them what the Town would like to do. 
Permitting of the project can begin now as will be the same whether fixing or rehabbing.
Geller proposed that a motion be made to have the Conservation Commission, through its officer, to start the ball rolling with whichever agencies are appropriate. Peter O’Cain will contact DEP, with Meister present.  Motion was taken off the table.
Date to continue the discussion of Hammershop Pond: Would October 16th be too soon?  Information will be needed from DCR.  Decided to schedule next meeting for October 30th, giving folks time to submit comments or concerns.
8:00 pm – Rob McGrath – Present his synopsis of Reports and Correspondence regarding water re-charge in Town
Rob McGrath is the husband of Commission member Betsy McGrath.  He is a professional hydrogeologist.  He looked at the water reports in relation to groundwater issues.  He works for Curran and Curran, but is not here on their behalf, but rather as a volunteer.
R. McGrath looked at information that was available on the lake, including the towns hydrogeology, in order to get a sense of what info is factual and what info is inaccurate.
The Lake is a dynamic resource.  Three things go into lake, precipitation, surface water, and groundwater. Outputs – surface water out through brook, evaporation, groundwater leaves the lake.
To understand the lake, need to understand those variables.  Can make estimates on what is going out, and what is coming in.  We know how much precipitation there is.  Evaporation can be estimated.  What is not known is how much groundwater flows in and out, and it is his belief that this is a key variable which needs to be looked at in the future.  Having good records of surface water going out would put to rest what is going on.
Pressure transducer can measure and with electronic record.
1) Why was lake so low this year?   Not sure, opinions and ideas.  It was a dry summer.  If look back over the past 3 to 4 years, the level of rain this year, between May and September, was less than it has been in the past 3 to 4 years.  This year, total rainfall during those months was 10 to 12 inches, while previously it was about 30”.   Precipitation is going to be different with thunderstorms, or steady rain. R. McGrath believes that the precipitation definitely had an impact.
Further, R. McGrath believes that the ground water levels were most likely low.  Less water flowing in with less surface water flow and lack of precipitation.  Evaporation was not too significant as it never really got very hot.
2) Bigger picture.  Lake relationship to other features in town?  Map of towns surface water protection area for the lake.   Map on file.  Contrast to groundwater protection district.  What it suggests, surface flow comes from east., groundwater from the west.
Review of Reports – there is not a significant topo divide, area is pretty flat.  Can move and can fall, will influence lake more, particularly in dry circumstance.
In Haley Aldrich report, It was interesting to note that they concluded that water from Deborah Sampson flows to wells, with water flowing from the Lake to Deborah Sampson.  It takes time to flow from Deborah Sampson to wells.  Water does not flow in short period of time, but takes time.  One season will not drive a significant change, but over time significant changes could occur.
Cumulative effects which are significant.  Weather station, agree this year that from the spring, we are now in a moderate drought, but have had ten years of above average rain.   Wells and the Lake are connected by stratified drift.  
Pumping is down, started dropping when water rates went up.  When state institutes 65 gallons per day, it forced the town to do things, and from what he understands, he believes that the water rates had a downward push on gauge.
What has changed in the last 20 years which has reduced input?
Info on groundwater coming into the lake?  Lake pump tests?  Has not gone into source material.  Clearly the trend towards Islamic center, clear some connection there.  Try to enter groundwater flux.  How much water can actually flow through time?
This summer, groundwater continues to want to flow into the Lake. Cedar Swamp is higher, so should be water flowing into the Lake, but level changes, and during the summer, much less flows from Cedar Swamp into the Lake.  Clearly one factor, there is less water coming in resulting in a net loss in the Lake over time.
Recharge deficit in water basins.  If groundwater level lower, R. McGrath is concerned. Difficult over time to determine, other than looking at obvious signs.  If water lowered in zones of contribution, then less water getting to the lakes and the wells.
If had to give advice or his opinion, R. McGrath believes that Cedar Swamp is important.  It is a wetland, but high topographically.  The only thing feeding that area is precipitation, with soils holding the water.  Meister asked if R. McGrath considered Cedar Swamp important to water supply of the lake?  R. McGrath replied, Yes, sure.
The Town should try to be active and proactive.  Change of conditions at Cedar Swamp would be beneficial except to those who live in the Heights area.  Should have the Conservation Commission support the water dept. in conservation efforts.  Being able to document what is leaving the lake would also be important so people do not question, as is currently being done.
Streams feeding the Lake has diminished.  Development, changes in re-charge responses in small water sheds and diverting from those former streams has contributed to this as well as diversion of water and precipitation.
If perennial streams not flowing, then ground water changing. With respect to future studies, more information about surface water flowing into the Lake would be good.  There has been lots of work at Cedar Swamp and it would be good to continue.
Due to the late hour, would love to have R. McGrath return on October 16th to continue discussion.  Schedule Police Chief Bernstien, then R. McGrath.
Lake Update. A final report on Fanwart has been given to the Commission.  The final treatment has been completed.  Lycott came in last week and inspected. They seemed to be pleased with the results.  Lycott suggested to Lake Management that they return in the spring when things begin to grow again.
The outflow is at 3.5 going out, which makes the conditions at Hammershop Dam unacceptable.  The release is well below what Hooper recommends.  On staff gage and with current conditions, the lake is still going down.  Meister is trying to be extra cautions. This could not been done in the summer.   
Management of the Lake.  When the Lake Management Committee was set up, Orders of Conditions  were issued.  These have changed three times since first implemented in 1991 or1992.
The Chair of Lake Management Committee sent a letter he received from the Board of Selectman. The letter is on file.  Not sure if anything has come out of.   Request in terms of new committee for records which was addressed to Towner from Selectman Heitin.  The Concom has the records.  Greg will put these records together.  It is confusing as the policy at one point said could eliminate some of these records.  
Back in 2007, there were transducers put in on Quincy Street, and in front of the grate.  At some point, the Quincy Street transducer was  moved to Cedar Swamp.  Supposed to be ongoing.  There was supposed to be a weather station for which the DPW was to keep records. That is not happening anymore, though not sure why.  Greg will continue to take readings.
Motion to adjourn October 16. Geller, McGrath 7-0-0
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