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THE INLAND WETLANDS COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF AVON HELD A MEETING ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2016, AT THE AVON TOWN HALL.
Present were Clifford Their, Chair, Michael Beauchamp, Vice Chair, Robert Breckinridge, Martha Dean, and Jed Usich.  Dean Applefield and Bryan Short were absent.  Also present were John McCahill, Planning and Community Development Specialist/Wetlands Agent, and Ruth Checko, Director of Recreation and Parks.
Mr. Thier called the meeting to order at 7:00pm.

NEW APPLICATION:


APPL #747 – Town of Avon, owner, Town of Avon, Brandon Robertson applicant:  Requests within regulated floodplain/alluvial soils (wetlands) and within the 100’ upland review area: 1) Construction of a gravel parking lot, bituminous handicapped parking, rain garden, storm drainage and related grading; 2)  Construction of athletic fields, wet meadow, butterfly garden, pavilion, storm drainage and related grading; 3) Construction of stone dust trail and related grading; 4)  Construction of stone dust emergency access drive and related grading; 5) Construction of storm drainage outlets, bank stabilization and related grading.   Location: 800 Old Farms Road, Parcel 3360800.
Ruth Checko stated, for the record, that the Inland Wetlands Commission had approved the last application (#720), with conditions, back in 2011.  She also noted that the application had expired in September 2016.  She stated that at the last meeting, the Commission had tabled the Town’s request to renew the existing permit.  She explained that the Town has since then withdrawn the request and submitted a new application.  She noted that, on the advice of the Town Attorney, the new application references all the previous maps and materials on file.  She added that since there were no changes to the project, this would be an acceptable route to reapply for the application.  Ms. Checko then proceeded to give an overview of the project.  She explained that the proposal involved twelve (12) acres at Fisher Meadows, north of the existing fields.  She pointed out the blue delineated federal and state wetland areas on the site plan, explaining that the whole area was a regulated area.  She then explained that the project was broken into 4 regulated activity areas, the first of which was a gravel parking lot with two-hundred and nine (209) spaces.  She noted that there would be pervious surfaces in two areas for handicapped parking.  There would be a pavilion at the end of the parking lot and a rain garden in the middle.  The plan includes native tree plantings that are floodplain tolerant.  Ms. Checko explained that the storm drain system and associated grading in the area was approximately eighty six hundred seventy (8,670) square feet.  She noted that the low impact development designs were done with environmental features to include the rain garden in the center of the parking lot.  She noted an area B, highlighted in green on the map, where there would be flexibility to have seven (7) athletic fields, size U-10 goals, or two (2) large full size fields.  She added that she anticipates using the smaller fields.  She pointed out a wet meadow garden and butterfly garden on the site plan, explaining that the field area is about three hundred and seventy six thousand seven hundred (376,700) square feet.  She noted that it is currently farmed under a lease, with corn being harvested right now.  Ms. Checko then noted regulated activity area C, which entails the eight thousand six hundred seventy (8,670) feet stone dust trail along Spring Lake, and along the associated parking.  She pointed out regulated activity area D on the map, which is the emergency access drive that leads maintenance or an ambulance from the parking lot to the Avon Old Farms School property.  She noted that the land is relatively flat and it would require minor grading.  She also noted, referencing the notes from the soil scientist and landscape architect that were reflected in the minutes from the previous meeting, that the potential for erosion is very low.  Ms. Checko then pointed out Spring Lake on the map, located to the east and north of construction, explaining that the dense vegetation there will remain undisturbed.  She explained that the walking trail around the lake will be maintained, noting that there is a small portion that will be rerouted so that walkers do not need to walk through the parking lot.  She explained that the drainage is currently going directly into Spring Lake from the existing fields, adding that the new proposed system would utilize more infiltration before going into Spring Lake.  She added that the Town uses an integrated pest management plan for any herbicides and pesticides used to minimize impact on the watershed.  She concluded her review by reiterating her request to approve the application, noting that nothing has changed since the last application.  The spring of 2017 start date for the project remains the same, and the only thing that has changed is that the Town is seriously considering doing this project in-house instead of putting it out to bid.  She explained that this is pretty feasible and very cost effective.

Dr. Breckinridge stated that he had no questions.
In response to Mr. Beauchamp’s question about future development, Ms. Checko answered that this would be the extent of land development at Fisher Meadows, and stated for the record, that she did not anticipate any further development there.  She added that other options would be considered before that happened.

In response to Mr. Beauchamp’s question about scheduling, Ms. Checko responded that the goal is to complete the project by the fall of 2017 if work started in the spring of 2017, noting that it wouldn’t be possible to play on the fields until the spring of 2018.  She added that they could look into sodding the fields, which would allow for a quicker play turnaround, but the use of sod may not be feasible.
In response to Ms. Dean’s questions about whether other options for the placement of the parking lots were considered, Ms. Checko responded that the design was building off of the existing parking.  She pointed out that there was limited access from the Avon Old Farms School property to the west, and that they would have had to disturb existing fields to recreate parking.
Ms. Dean also voiced concern for how natural the new developments would feel, with regards to the parking lots near Spring Lake in particular.  Ms. Checko responded that there was still the beautiful area around the lake that would remain pristine.  She pointed out that the new parking design would provide access to the lake for fishing, hiking and picnicking.  Ms. Checko stated that, from her perspective, there is so much more land out there that is untouched and will remain that way.
In response to Ms. Dean’s question of why the parking couldn’t have been on the other side, with a loop going around to access it, Mr. McCahill responded that the Town does not own the property to the west, as it belongs to Old Farms School.
Ms. Dean suggested flipping the fields closer to the lake, and positioning the parking lot on the other side of the fields.  Ms. Checko responded that, from a sporting standpoint, the landscape architect must have considered the balls being kicked into the lake.  She also noted that the lake would be accessible to more people with the proposed parking lot layout than if there were soccer fields there.  She stated that a lot of care has been taken with proposed native plantings and the rain garden; and they are not disturbing the banks so that people can enjoy the view of the lake and protect it at the same time.
Mr. McCahill stated that all options were considered for the layout before moving forward with the previous application.  He explained that one of the concepts for the parking lot layout was to incorporate the LID components to include a rain garden in the middle.  He pointed out that the parking lot would be gravel and not paved, explaining that all compromises were made before deciding on this layout.
Ms. Checko stated that she had been in charge of parks where a driveway dissects a park, explaining that it’s not always a good situation with kids running back and forth, creating an unsafe situation.
Mr. Breckinridge agreed that having a road between the two areas would create a hazardous situation with kids running back and forth and cars driving through.
Ms. Dean stated that she needs more information.

In response to her question about who approved the plan, Mr. McCahill answered that the Inland Wetlands Commission approved the previous plan.

In response to Ms. Dean’s question about who approved the layout, Mr. McCahill answered that it was initially worked out in the Parks and Recreation Department, and then went to the Inland Wetlands Commission once before, and then to the Planning and Zoning Commission once before.  He stated, for the record, that this plan has been vetted through all the agencies along the way so far.
Mr. Thier asked whether the application would go back to the Planning and Zoning Commission if it is approved by the Inland Wetlands Commission.  Mr. McCahill responded that yes, it would, because they are in the same situation there where the permit expired.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question of what the Planning and Zoning Commission would be looking at when considering this application, Mr. McCahill responded that they would be looking at a site plan approval and an approval for a special exception for activities in the floodplain.

In response to Mr. Thier’s question of whether the Planning and Zoning Commission would have to reconsider the new application “from scratch”, Mr. McCahill responded that it wouldn’t be fair to say that they would be reconsidering it “from scratch”.  He stated that the Planning and Zoning Commission would review the historic approval that was previously in place, and use the record of approval on file to move forward and get another approval.

Mr. Thier asked if new Commission members would be “handcuffed” if they had any questions that might stifle the approval process.  Mr. McCahill responded that they would not be “handcuffed” and that they would be given appropriate answers to any of their questions.  He noted that he doesn’t want any of the Commission members to feel “handcuffed”, and stated that if there was a need for more information the Town would attempt to get more information.  He pointed out that they just need to confirm what exactly that information is and to what degree the Commission wants it presented.
Ms. Dean noted the importance of preserving aesthetic and historic values, as well as the functions of the wetlands.  She compared the Fisher Meadows expansion to other towns, such as Hartford, conducting short-sighted development against water bodies.
In response to Ms. Dean’s comments, Ms. Checko informed the Commission that in 2007, the Recreation and Parks Commission developed a Master Plan to expand Fisher Meadows and phase in the proposed improvements.  She pointed out that the activities proposed in this application are phase 2 of what is currently there.  She argued that there was indeed foresight on behalf of the Recreation and Parks Commission.

Also in response to Ms. Dean’s comments, Mr. McCahill stated that he would like to think that the Commission gave this application very serious consideration five years ago when it was approved, pointing out that not much has changed, including the members on the Commission.  He stated that he didn’t know what more the Town could bring to the Commission to address concerns that were not expressed five years ago.

Ms. Dean had no further questions, but stated that she didn’t feel like her questions had been answered to her satisfaction.

Mr. Thier commented that he did not see distances from the wetlands, marking the upland review area, on the map and stated that it leads him to be handicapped when evaluating the proposal.  Mr. McCahill responded that it is because the entire area is made up of alluvial soils (wetland soils), and the entire field is a regulated area.

Ms. Dean asked if there were any alternative locations for the fields, noting that there are a lot of flat fields in Avon.  She mentioned the fields across from Thompson Brook School, to which Ms. Checko responded that those fields were considered.  She noted that that would have been a synthetic field and a grass field, and the price tag was astronomical.  She also stated that there were other issues, such as traffic flow and parking concerns.

Continuing with her response to Ms. Dean’s question about alternative locations, Ms. Checko stated that Alsop Meadows is isolated and not easy to access.  She noted that the land there floods and was never intended to be playing fields.  Ms. Checko also mentioned that she has fields on all the school grounds already.

Addressing Ms. Dean’s comments about soccer, Ms. Checko stated that the fields would be for soccer, lacrosse, and flag football.  In response to Ms. Dean’s question of why there had to be synthetic turf for the fields on Thompson Road, Ms. Checko responded that that was the option considered because there was not enough natural grass to fit seven fields.
Mr. Thier asked why there was a need for seven fields, stating that he has driven by Fisher Meadows on a Saturday afternoon and witnessed no activity.

In response to Mr. Thier’s questions about field use, Ms. Checko responded that yes, depending on the season, all fields are being utilized.  She added that at the moment, she has other sporting leagues at sites that are undesirable locations. 
In response to Mr. Thier’s questions about field desirability, Ms. Checko responded that “undesirable”, from a sporting standpoint, refers to the quality of the turf.  The turf is too compacted in an undesirable location.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question about maintenance of the fields, Ms. Checko explained that some of the sites are at public schools, where there are pesticide and herbicide bans for children grades 8 and below that limit how they can treat those fields.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question about the number of fields, Ms. Checko responded that creating additional fields would not only improve the quality of play, but also allow her to rest other fields that are currently being overused.  If a field can rest for a season, it can recover from all the use.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question about field layouts, Ms. Checko responded that the field options will allow her the flexibility to use 2 full sized fields, or one full sized field and 3 smaller fields, or 7 small fields.
Mr. Thier continued to ask why the need for seven fields, and how the Town arrived at that number.  To which, Ms. Checko responded that in the study that was done in 2007 for the Recreation Master Plan, there were many tables that projected the growth of sports such as lacrosse, baseball, and soccer that would warrant seven fields to meet those demands.

Mr. Thier noted that we are now discussing this nine years after the original study, and Ms. Checko responded by stating that we have far exceeded those expectations.  She continued to explain that she currently has sporting groups that she doesn’t know where she will place next fall if they continue to grow at the rate they are growing.
In response to Ms. Dean’s question about the property to the south, Ms. Checko explained that the fields the Town owns on Tillotson Road are not playing fields.

Mr. McCahill clarified that this was Tillotson Road in Avon, which continues into Town Farm Road in Farmington.

Ms. Checko pointed out that those fields are also in wetlands.  Ms. Dean stated that by creating fields there, the Town wouldn’t be changing the aesthetics of a water body.
Mr. McCahill noted that the land to the south was purchased with a grant from the State of Connecticut, and the Town had only carved out a small piece of that property that could be utilized with a couple of small playing fields.  He continued to explain that a lot of that property is actually undevelopable and unusable even for passive recreation.

Ms. Dean suggested moving some of the fields to that property so that there would be less parking at Fisher Meadows, thereby preserving the natural aspect of Spring Lake.  She stated that the construction of 209 more parking spaces would shove a boat load of people against the one lake in Town that was open to the public.

In response to Mr. Thier’s question about parking lot access, Ms. Checko answered that the cars would get to the new parking lot through the existing parking lot and driveway.  She clarified that the new parking lot would be constructed right up against existing parking.
Mr. Thier asked if reorienting existing fields would create more space.  To which, Ms. Checko replied that that is already being done.  She explained that they are eliminating one softball field and turning it into a grass field.

Ms. Dean asked about the other side of the road, but Ms. Checko stated that this plan wouldn’t fit there.

Mr. McCahill clarified that this was the property on the south side of Old Farms Road and to the east of Tillotson Road.  He stated that this was, again, the property purchased with the grant.

Ms. Checko explained that this was an open space acquisition and that it has to be used as passive recreation.  It cannot be developed for active recreation.
In response to Mr. Thier’s question, Ms. Checko answered that the Town uses an integrated pest management plan where they treat as needed.  She explained that another reason they can be so conservative with pesticides and herbicides is that there would be full irrigation.  She stated that an irrigated field is a less stressed, healthier field.

Mr. Thier asked about salt and sand for the parking lot seeping into Spring Lake, to which Ms. Checko stated that the park is closed in the winter.

In response to Mr. Thier’s request, Ms. Checko offered to further address the need for seven fields.  She explained that in her profession, there is an industry standard for an acceptable total of events per field per year.  After all the research, the Town concluded that if they do not add these fields to Fisher Meadows, almost two thirds of the Town’s fields would be overused.  She explained that expanding Fisher Meadows would allow her to move sites from Enford Park, Huckleberry Hill, and maybe one field at Alsop.
In response to Ms. Dean’s question about Alsop and Enford, Ms. Checko explained that these sites were never intended to be fields.

In response to Ms. Dean’s question about cost, Ms. Checko answered that the Town has not yet arrived at an in-house final cost for the proposed plan.

Ms. Dean asked what the cost would be to turn the existing fields at Fisher Meadows into synthetic turf fields.  Ms. Checko explained that this was never recommended because the location is in a floodplain.  

Mr. Usich agreed that it was a terrible location for a synthetic turf field.

Mr. Thier stated that he needs more information.

Ms. Dean noted that she would need someone beyond Ms. Checko with the expertise to answer her design and cost questions.  To which, Ms. Checko explained that she read the minutes reflected in the file which included input from the soil scientists and landscape architect.

Mr. Thier commented that the old information was irrelevant, since they were being asked to do an independent evaluation now.  He reiterated the Commission’s need for more information, explaining that more information might persuade the Commission that the seven fields should be approved for use in the wetlands.
Ms. Dean also noted that she would like more information regarding alternatives.  She stated that she is not convinced that the Town should move fields from other sites to Fisher Meadows and construct a large parking lot next to the lake.

In response to Mr. Thier’s question, Mr. McCahill answered that the new updated information would be provided to the Commission in a packet before the next regularly scheduled meeting.  That meeting will be held on December 6, 2016.
There were no further comments.
Mr. Thier motioned to table APPL #747 to the next meeting.  The motion, seconded by Ms. Dean received unanimous approval.

OUTSTANDING APPLICATIONS:  

There were no outstanding applications.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC:
There were no communications from the public.
OTHER BUSINESS:
Letter from David F. Whitney, PE, requesting an informal discussion of property owned by Robert Krawczuk, 16 White Birch Lane (0.97-acre vacant existing lot of record), parcel 4600016.
Mr. McCahill offered an initial statement that this pre-application is being heard under a statute which allows for someone to come forward and speak with the Commission.  The statute is Sec. 7-159 b, which says that “such pre-application review and any results or information obtained from it may not be appealed under any provision of the general statutes, and shall not be binding on the applicant or any authority, commission, department, agency, or other official having jurisdiction to review the proposed project”.  He explained that it is very much an informal process.

Mr. Whitney stated that Mr. Krawczuk purchased this existing lot of record, which has certain challenges.  He showed the Commission the location on a map, and explained that the lot is 0.97 acres, 42,400 sq. ft.  He pointed out a thirty-inch storm drainage pipe that discharges storm water from across the street and into catch basins in White Birch Lane.  He noted that wetlands have been delineated on this lot a number of times.  The lot was created in 1966, predating Wetlands regulations.  He stated that most recently, in June or July, Michael Klein re-flagged the area, so the delineations of the wetlands on his map are up-to-date and accurate.  He explained that the wetlands are about 9,000 sq. ft., or 22% of the lot.  He pointed out wetlands of different characteristics on the map, pointing to an excavated channel that merely carries storm water runoff from the road, which goes into an area of moderately valued wetlands in the back of the lot.  He also pointed out wetlands in the front of the lot which is actually an old cellar hole that was excavated.
Mr. Whitney stated that the first question regarding this lot is if it is developed into a single-family house in the R-40 zone, will they be able to bring the sewer in or would they have to do an on-site septic system.  He pointed out the closest sewer, showing that there is a manhole on Stagecoach Road.  He explained that if Mr. Krawczuk could connect to the sewer, that would be preferable to a septic system because it would mean less activity on-site.  Any activity on the non-wetlands portion of the site would have to be regulated as it is within a hundred feet of the wetlands, in the upland review area.

Mr. Whitney pointed out on the map that to bring the sewer down the street, there would be about 485 linear feet of sewer with two manholes.  He explained that there is a possibility that the sewer could provide possible connections to three of the existing houses.  He stated that he has contacted those three homeowners to see if they had any interest in sharing the cost of the sewer, as that would be a feasible improvement alternative.  He stated that he came up with an estimate for the sewer cost that could be anywhere from $48-60,000, and added that none of the neighbors have expressed interest in sharing the cost as of now.

Mr. Whitney then showed the Commission the preliminary septic system site plan for the property.  This included the house being located in the front of the lot, and the septic tank with a pump chamber with a force main to the rear of the lot.  He explained that the non-wetlands portion of the land slopes upward in the rear of the lot, initially at about 9% grade all the way up to a 15-17% grade in the northwestern corner.  He continued to explain that the non-wetlands soils were well drained, which they determined by digging up some observation holes.  Mr. Whitney stated that he believes there is adequate room for a three-four bedroom septic system back there, which would require a sewage pump.
Mr. Whitney stated that the challenge is having to eliminate the old cellar hole and excavated channel by filling in the man-made wetlands, which would be approximately 1,150 sq. ft. of wetlands.  He explained that these are low-quality wetlands.  He would construct a row of large boulders, which exist on the site already, to create a physical barrier to the wetlands.

Mr. Whitney also proposed an alternative, which would be to locate the house in the rear of the property in the non-wetlands area of the northwest corner.  The difficulty with this plan is that there would be a long driveway which would have to cross the wetlands, but that it would provide considerably less disturbance to the wetlands than the desired plan.  He stated that building a house on the slope has some challenges.  The house would still be close to the wetlands even if they were to reduce it in size.  Also, a septic system cannot be closer than 25 feet to the house, and there would be no room to put a septic system back there if the house was back there.  He stated that, based on past soil data on file, the soil in the front of the lot is miscellaneous fill.  He explained that, because of the composition of the soil, there is no possibility for a septic system to be located in the front of the lot.  This would mean having to pump down and bring the sewer in.  This would be a very expensive option, but it is the only other option.
Mr. Whitney stated that Michael Klein, the Soil Scientist, prepared an initial report explaining that filling in the cellar hole would not have a significant impact on the functions and values of the wetlands and the surrounding area.  He stated that Mr. Klein would prefer filling in the cellar hole in the front verses the greater disturbance to the moderately valued wetlands in the back of the property.
In response to Mr. Breckinridge’s question about the cellar hole, Mr. Whitney answered that there is no standing water in the old cellar hole, but clarified that the cellar hole was about six feet deep.

Mr. Breckinridge asked what would happen if the pump fails.  To which, Mr. Whitney replied that according to the public health code, there should be one day’s worth of emergency storage in the pump chamber.  He explained that the pump chamber typically pumps 150 gallons per cycle.  If the power goes out, the pump chamber can hold 1,000 gallons and one day’s flow from a four bedroom house would be 600 gallons.  He further explained that the health code also requires that the pump chamber be a certain size in order to store, temporarily, the water that is used from the water tank.  The house uses well water, which is stored in a pressurized tank.
Mr. Breckinridge asked if there was a potential for backflow into the pump chamber if the power goes out for a few days.  To which, Mr. Whitney responded no, because the sewage goes into the ground.  He continued to explain that if the power goes out and somebody keeps flushing the toilet so that the pump chamber fills up, that water would back up in the house.  He clarified that there wouldn’t be a backflow from the septic system.

In response to Mr. Beauchamp’s comments, Mr. Whitney agreed that connecting to public water would be ideal.  He stated that it would be impossible to share a septic system with a neighboring house, but what could be done is to run an individual low pressure line down to the manhole.  The Engineering Department told Mr. Whitney that this was only for distressed situations where there were no alternatives.  Since connecting to public sewage was an option, albeit expensive, this was not recommended.

Ms. Dean stated that she has no problem with filling in the cellar hole because it is wetlands of low value.
In response to Ms. Dean’s question about the wetland system, Mr. Whitney stated that the wetlands on this property are part of a greater wetlands system that has been broken up over time as more houses were built.  He said that because of the small size and interruptions in the wetlands system, the wetlands are moderately valued at best.

In response to Ms. Dean’s question about the septic system, Mr. Whitney explained that he has an entire presentation prepared about how wetlands and septic systems can be good neighbors, and that septic systems do not pose great challenges to the wetlands.

Mr. Usich stated that he does not have any issues with filling in the cellar hole.

Mr. Thier asked what would happen if the pump itself breaks.  To which, Mr. Whitney explained that there is a pump alarm system.  He stated that if the alarm is broken, the sewage would either back up into the house or flow on the ground surface.

In response to Mr. Thier’s question, Mr. Whitney answered that the sewage would more than likely dump into the house than the wetlands.  He explained that he recommends a duplex pump system- two pumps in case one breaks.

In response to Mr. Beauchamp’s question, Mr. Whitney stated that a septic system such as the one he has described would cost about $15,000.

Mr. Whitney clarified for Mr. Usich that this would be a four bedroom septic system.
Mr. Whitney stated that he will once again contact the Engineering Department about the possibility of a low pressure sewage line because that would be the best solution.

There were no further comments.
STAFF COMMENTS:  

Authorized Agent Approvals: 

Mr. McCahill reported that there were no authorized agent approvals.  He reported in regards to Michael Flors (232 Avon Mountain Road) that he received a call from Kari Olson, and that she left a voicemail message informing him that Attorney TJ Donahue would be representing Michael Flors.  He stated that he had a brief conversation with Mr. Donahue on September 31, 2016.  Mr. Donahue is working on putting together the appropriate professionals to prepare a remediation plan and eventual submittal of an application. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  October 4, 2016
Dr. Breckinridge motioned to approve the minutes of the October 4, 2016, meeting, as submitted.  The motion, seconded by Mr. Usich, received unanimous approval.          

NEXT MEETING:  
The next regularly scheduled meeting is December 6, 2016.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:22pm.  

Respectfully submitted,

Sitara Gnanaguru, Clerk

Inland Wetlands Commission
