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THE INLAND WETLANDS COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF AVON HELD A MEETING ON TUESDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2015 AT THE AVON TOWN HALL.
Present were Clifford Thier, Chairman, Michael Beauchamp, Martha Dean, Bob Breckinridge, Dean Applefield, Bryan Short and John E. McCahill, Planning & Community Development Specialist.
Jed Usich was absent.
 Chairman Thier called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.   
           NEW APPLICATIONS:

APPL. # 745 – Larry Baril, Town Engineer, applicant; Town of Avon, owner: Requests within wetlands/watercourse and within the 100’ upland review area: 1) Installation of bridge scour countermeasure, placement of riprap (within wetlands); 2) Installation of bridge scour countermeasure, placement of riprap (within watercourse); 3) Work area access (temporary disturbance of wetlands); 4) Work area access (temporary disturbance of watercourse); 5) Replacement of bridge superstructure, construction of endwalls, installation of guiderails, and milling/overlay of pavement.  Location:  Old Wheeler Lane over Roaring Brook (Bridge #05850), between Parcel 3410005 (5 Old Wheeler Lane) and Parcel 3400010 (10 Old Wheeler Court).            
Present were Larry Baril, Avon Town Engineer, Thomas Bulzak, EcoDesign, LLC and George Logan, REMA Ecological Services, LLC.
Mr. Bulzak presented the project description by stating that the proposed project will be carried out under the Federal/Local Bridge Rehabilitation Program, administered by the State of Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT), and involves coordination with the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (CTDEEP), Army Corp of Engineers and the local Inland Wetlands Commission.  He continued by stating that existing Bridge No. 05850, which carries Old Wheeler Lane over the Roaring Brook, is located in the west-central section of the Town of Avon.  The bridge crossing is located approximately three hundred seventy (370) feet south of the intersection with Lovely Street and approximately three hundred fifty (350) feet upstream of the confluence with an unnamed tributary.  The superstructure which was reportedly built in 1964, is in a deteriorated condition and should be rehabilitated.  The superstructure of the crossing is in generally poor condition with the overall rating of 4, on a scale of 1-10, as determined by inspection by CTDOT. The substructure of the bridge is in good condition with the overall rating of 7 on the same 1-10 scale.  

Mr. Bulzak stated that in the process of evaluating this project, three (3) alternatives were considered:

· Alternate A.  Replacement of the superstructure with 12” by 48” Precast Concrete Slab Units set on the existing abutments.  The proposed superstructure will maintain the existing low chord elevation (existing hydraulic opening) while maintaining the existing roadway profile;

· Alternate B.  Replacement of the superstructure with Next28D Precast Concrete Beams set on the existing abutments.  The proposed deeper superstructure would require a localized revision of the profile without affecting the weir flow over the roadway while maintaining the existing hydraulic opening;
· Alternate C.  A new 36-foot clear span Precast Concrete Rigid Frame structure set on  cast in place concrete caps and wingwalls all founded on piles.

Based on the construction cost, simplicity and duration, the recommended rehabilitation of the crossing was Alternate A.  

Mr. Bulzak stated that the existing bridge had been evaluated for the fifty (50), one-hundred (100) and five-hundred (500) year flood events. He continued by stating that, as part of the proposed replacement of the superstructure, it was determined that the condition of the substructure required protection from potential scouring.  As a result of this determination, scour countermeasures are also proposed to be installed, with installation located within the wetlands and watercourse.  There will be approximately 0.019 acres of scour countermeasures proposed within wetlands and approximately 0.036 acres of scour countermeasures proposed within the watercourse. The proposed scour countermeasures involve a thirty-six (36) inch thick layer of Standard Riprap placed across the stream channel on a geotextile filter fabric. 
As a result of the proposed project being administered by the CTDOT, Mr. Bulzak stated that there are steps for the process of development which included soliciting comments from the CTDEEP Fisheries Division that, subsequently, concurred with the proposed approach to the project.  The placement of a twelve (12) inch layer of natural streambed material over the proposed Standard Riprap scour countermeasure has been proposed to mitigate any adverse impacts to the wetlands/watercourse and future fish passage. The natural streambed material will be garnished during excavation and stored in close proximity to the proposed project. After the installation of the proposed riprap is complete, the streambed material will be placed over the riprap scour countermeasure and it will closely replicate the streambed channel as it existed prior to the installation of the riprap. Essentially, the channel is being armored to protect the foundation of the bridge substructure and to mimic conditions prior to construction.  Mr. Bulzak continued by stating that twelve (12) inches of topsoil will also be placed over the riprap that will extend outside of the watercourse to the outer limits of the proposed riprap. He continued by stating that the landscaped area along Old Wheeler Court will be restored and will remain in conformance with the present setting.
Mr. Bulzak, addressing issues with regard to the contractor’s access to the areas of construction, stated that the temporary disturbance of the watercourse will impact approximately 0.006 acres and, will temporarily disturb approximately 0.17 acres to the wetlands.   The remaining activities associated with the proposed project in the upland review area (URA) will impact approximately 0.243 acres.

A “Sequence of Construction” and “Erosion and Sedimentation Control Notes” have been added to the proposed plans on Sheet 5, as a result of the request in John McCahill’s memo dated November 20, 2015.  Mr. Bulzak stated that proposed plans for bridge replacement do not generally include this information as these issues, and flood management issues, are controlled by the specifications in permits, the CTDOT Guidelines, and the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control.  
The installation of the proposed superstructure does not require work within the wetlands or watercourse.  The installation of the scour countermeasures will require work within the watercourse. Mr. Bulzak stated that the installation of the bridge scour countermeasures will be carried out in two (2) stages, one half channel width at the time, to ensure the maintenance of the flow of water.  A forty-eight (48) inch temporary pipe will be installed to enable the continuing flow of water.  This was one of the conditions requested by the CTDEEP, Fisheries Division.  

In response to Mr. Breckinridge’s concern, Mr. Bulzak stated that erosion and sedimentation control measures will be established at the onset of the project as stated in the “Sequence of Construction”.   He continued by stating that the water handling measures will be implemented during construction by establishing a cofferdam (or barrier) consisting of sand bags through which the water will flow into a forty-eight (48) inch plastic pipe and be diverted through the proposed construction area.  This will enable a drier area in which to work and it will prevent interference with the active flow of water during construction. This will slightly raise the water level on the upper side of the cofferdam, however, the entire project is proposed to be constructed during an eight (8) week summer period when water flow levels should be low.  The contractor is required, by the standard specifications, to monitor weather conditions. Mr. Bulzak stated that the work within the wetlands and watercourse will take approximately one (1) week.  He continued by stating materials will be excavated, stored and allowed to slightly drain on site. The remaining unused material will be removed and disposed of by the contractor.  The riprap is then placed against the wing walls and abutments on top of a geotextile filter fabric, with the twelve (12) inch layer of natural channel streambed material placed over the riprap.  The water will not be allowed to flow over this area until the entire scour countermeasures are installed.  Mr. Bulzak stated that there will be some of the natural streambed material that will flow downstream in an effort to seek equilibrium, however, most of the material will settle into the voids of the riprap.  The contractor will take measurements at the onset of the proposed project to ensure flood plain management and to maintain the existing level of the channel. 
In response to Mr. Breckinridge’s concern with regard to the location of the construction vehicle parking and material storage, Mr. Bulzak responded by stating that the contractor will be required to stay within the Town right-of-way and the areas designated on the proposed plans for the project. The contractor, as required by the CTDOT, must present his plan for erosion and sedimentation control, material storage and removal of materials to the CTDOT for approval.  Mr. Bulzak suggested that the existing right-of-way associated with Old Wheeler Lane would be a desirable location for staging and material stockpiling. Standard conditions for erosion and sedimentation control measures have been noted on the revised plans.  Mr. Bulzak stated that there will be a designated engineer from the CTDOT that will oversee the proposed project during construction. 
Mr. Bulzak, referring to a copy of Section 1.10.03: Water Pollution Control from the CTDOT “Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges & Incidental Construction Form 816” that itemizes fourteen (14) Best Management Practices, stated that the contractor is required to adhere to these practices.
Larry Baril, stated that Old Wheeler Lane will be closed during the construction that is proposed to take place during the summer, 2016, with the goal of the beginning the day after school closes and completion by the day before school begins. The section of the road between the existing bridge and Lovely Street will be closed and will be available for staging.  This area will provide a sufficient amount of room to stage and store materials. 

In response to Mr. Beauchamp’s question, Mr. Bulzak stated that the stone proposed for the rip rap is angular, broken stone with an average size of approximately fifteen (15) inches in diameter, with no stone exceeding thirty (30) inches in diameter.  
Mr. Bulzak confirmed, in response to Ms. Dean’s question that the CTDEEP has approved the proposed project and that FEMA does not have any direct involvement for this project.  The CTDOT acts on behalf of the CTDEEP, which ordinarily controls flood related issues on a state level.  As a result of the impacts being insignificant (the opening of the bridge will remain the same), the authority has been given to the CTDOT.  He confirmed that the non-flood management issues have also been reviewed by the CTDEEP.  Mr. Bulzak stated that the area of impacts are less than five thousand (5,000) square feet and, therefore, the project has received a non-reporting Category 1 approval from the Army Corps of Engineers.  Projects such as the proposed project come under a significant amount of scrutiny before it becomes eligible for any funding for construction.
In response to Ms. Dean’s question, Mr. Bulzak stated that he does not believe that the Roaring Brook tributary falls under the purview of the Wild & Scenic program. 

Ms. Dean inquired if there were any “special conditions” imposed on the proposed project as requested by the CTDEEP or Army Corp of Engineers.
Mr. Bulzak, referring to page 3 of the application, stated that the following stipulated conditions of the Flood Management Certification have been incorporated into the proposed project:

· Erosion and sedimentation controls have be designed, and will be installed and maintained in accordance with the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control, and Best Management Practices as outlined in Section 1.10 of the State of Connecticut Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges, and Incidental Construction, Form 816, as revised.

· Any temporary facilities or equipment requiring work or placement in a floodplain will be able to be removed in a timely manner from the site in case of a flood warning, except for temporary structures that have been designed in accordance with the guidelines outlined in the CTDOT Drainage Manual for Temporary Hydraulic Structures.

· Temporary facilities will allow for the passage of fish with minimal disturbance to the  streambed.

· Unconfined in-stream work will be limited to the period indicated by a sign-off from the DEEP Fisheries Division.

Mr. Bulzak stated that the “temporary facilities” referred to in the third bullet refers to the forty-eight (48) inch pipe that will be installed to re-direct the flow of water during construction.  Referring to the fourth bullet, Mr. Bulzak stated that the “period” limited for unconfined in-stream work is standard from June 1st and September 30th.

Mr. Bulzak continued by stating that in the process of reviewing the area of the proposed project, it was determined that the proposed project was in close proximity to the residence of species, designated by CTDEEP, as a species of special concern – the eastern box turtle and the wood turtle. Mr. Bulzak distributed a letter from Dawn M. McKay, CTDEEP Environmental Analyst 3, dated June 12, 2015, stating that her recommendation is that “precautions to protect Eastern Box and Wood Turtles and their habitats should be addressed” and suggested the following guidelines be met to avoid negative impact to these species:
· Workers should be apprised of the possible presence of turtles, and provided a description of the species; 

            (http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2723&q=473472&depNav_GID=1655)

· A sweep of the work area should be conducted each day to look for turtles;
· Any turtles that are discovered should be moved, unharmed, to an area immediately outside of harm’s way, and position in the same direction that it was walking;
· No vehicles or heavy machinery should be parked in any turtle habitat;
· Work conducted during early morning and evening hours should occur with special care not to harm basking or foraging individuals.

Mr. Bulzak stated that these recommendations are specified in the contract.

In response to Ms. Dean’s question, Mr. Logan stated that the major potential impacts associated with the project are the proposed scour countermeasures.  After those are installed, the stream sediment will be replaced with the natural streambed material and materials that were present before installation commenced.  He continued by stating that there will be temporary disturbances to flora and fauna for a period of time, but, in his professional opinion the regulated areas at this site would not be adversely impacted and will continue to provide the functions and values at the same levels as provided under the existing conditions. Mr. Logan stated that the scour countermeasures will actually provide slightly better conditions for the existing bridge and the habitat.

Mr. Short inquired what controls are in place, after the completion of the construction/installation, to ensure the stabilization was adequate and remained.

Mr. Bulzak responded by stating that during construction, daily inspections are conducted.  Major storms can present unplanned issues, however, considering the level of experience of the designated engineering team, Mr. Bulzak stated that the goal of accomplishing the proposed activities and satisfying the CTDEEP Fisheries Division has a high possibility of success.  There is a robust system in place to ensure that from start to finish all involved parties are satisfied during, and at the completion of the proposed project.  

Mr. Bulzak referring to and distributing a copy of the latest version (June, 2015) of Section 1.10.03: Water Pollution Control from the CTDOT “Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges & Incidental Construction Form 816”, read the following:
1. No project construction shall proceed until (i) the Contractor has submitted in writing to the Engineer its erosion and sedimentation control plans for all Project construction…

2. Fueling of equipment or machinery within 25 feet (8 m) of any wetland or watercourse shall be allowed only with the advance written approval of the Engineer.
3. No Project construction shall proceed unless and until a written proposal of methods to prevent construction debris, paint, spent blast materials, or other materials from entering any wetland or watercourse has been submitted by the Contractor and approved by the Engineer in writing…

4. No materials resulting from Project construction activities shall be placed in or allowed to contribute to the degradation of a wetland or watercourse. Disposal of any material shall be in accordance with Federal and State laws and regulations…so on and so forth.
Mr. Bulzak continued by stating that Best Management Practices have been a long standing policy of the CTDOT.
Mr. Logan added the Best Management Practices have evolved over time as the CTDOT and CTDEEP have learned more. 

Mr. Applefield inquired as to what particulars Mr. Bulzak was referring to when he stated that the proposed project was approved by the CTDEEP.

Mr. Bulzak confirmed that the CTDEEP Fisheries Division and the Natural Diversity Data Base Division reviewed the proposed project.

Mr. Bulzak responded to Mr. Applefield’s inquiry by stating that the origin of the document distributed this evening that included Section 1.10.03 – Water Pollution Control was published by the CTDOT and entitled it is “Standard Specifications for Roads, Bridges & Incidental Construction Form 816”.

Mr. Applefield questioned whether there is a requirement in the contract which states that the Town of Avon will comply with the conditions of Section 1.10.03 – Water Pollution Control.

Mr. Bulzak responded by stating that the contractor is obligated to comply with all the conditions of Section 1.10.03.  He clarified that the contract is between the Town of Avon and the contractor, and is administered by the CTDOT.

Mr. Bulzak confirmed Mr. Applefield’s statement that the Town of Avon will oversee the project to ensure that the contractor is in compliance with the requirements of the contract between the Town of Avon and the contractor.  
Mr. Applefield stated that he would like clarification as to how compliance of the contract will be administered at the site.

Mr. Baril responded by stating that the Town of Avon is the owner of the proposed project and the existing bridge.  In order to be eighty percent (80%) reimbursed for the cost of the proposed reconstruction by the Federal government, there are numerous rules that the Town, and the selected contractor, have to conform to.  The CTDOT administers the overall program. Mr. Baril continued by stating that a professional inspector will be on site every day, all day, making notes and keeping records of the activities.  Mr. Baril stated that Section1.10.03 is only one part of what will become the contract documents, with which both the Town of Avon, and the selected contractor, must comply.  Mr. Baril further explained the process by stating that the bills for the work will be submitted to the Town, which will then be submitted to the State of Connecticut for eighty percent (80%) reimbursement from the Federal government.

Mr. Applefield inquired that if a sweep of the site is not conducted each day to look for the extant populations of the Eastern Box and Wood Turtles, what would that be a violation of.  He continued by referencing the letter from Dawn M. McKay at CTDEEP (dated June 12, 2015), which states in her recommendations that “The following guidelines should be met to avoid negative impact to these species.”  
Mr. Baril responded by stating the document from Ms. McKay will be incorporated as part of the contract, with non-compliance to its recommendations resulting in a violation. 

Mr. Bulzak stated that any conditions required as a condition of approval from this Commission, or any other agency whose approval is required for the proposed project (i.e. Army Corp of Engineers) would also be incorporated as part of the contract.  
Mr. Bulzak stated that if the selected contractor does not perform in accordance with the standards specified in the contract documents, the CTDOT has the right to bring in their own contractor or hire another contractor.  The selected contractor who did not perform in accordance with the standards specified in the contract documents would be responsible for all obligations and costs incurred as a result of the contractor’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions of such applications and permits. These costs would be withdrawn from the contractor by the Town of Avon and/or the CTDOT to ensure reimbursement for the costs of correcting any measures.
Mr. Bulzak confirmed Ms. Dean’s statement that any noted violation would raise the issue of the possibility that the oversight of the proposed project may be inappropriate.  He continued by stating, however, that inspections will be conducted by an outside hired professional consultant on a daily basis, as well as, the continuing oversight of John E. McCahill.

In response to Mr. Thier’s inquiry, Mr. Bulzak stated that there is no specific requirement as to how, or how often, the professional consultant needs to communicate.  If a serious violation is reported, the contractor would have a finite amount of time (i.e. 24 hours) to correct the situation. If the issue is not resolved within the specified time period, the next step would be to engage a contractor that would make the necessary corrections.

Mr. Thier inquired what would happen in the hypothetical case that the on-site engineer reports a violation and the selected contractor does not address the violation in a manner that is satisfactory to the on-site engineer.

Mr. Bulzak responded by stating that, although he has never encountered a situation to which Mr. Thier has referred, the non-compliant contractor’s payment would be reduced to cover the cost of making the necessary corrections.  

Mr. Baril added that, in his opinion, if it is not properly addressed, the next step would be to bring the violation to his attention. Mr. Baril continued by stating that he would then verify the conditions, and issue an immediate cease and desist if it was determined that the contractor was not in compliance with the terms and conditions of the contract.  A conversation between the contractor and the Town of Avon would then follow.  If a satisfactory remedy could not be resolved within a very short period of time (i.e. 24 hours) the CTDOT would be consulted, with the possibility of CTDOT hiring a different contractor to remedy the situation.  
Mr. Applefield stated that, although unusual, CTDOT projects that have used both CTDOT contractors, and independent outside contractors, and both have not performed satisfactorily, have been the subject of a law suit with the CTDEEP to correct a violation pursuant to the contract terms.  He continued by stating that the governmental agencies who may have oversight responsibilities would have the ability to take action against the Town of Avon, the CTDOT, the contractor, etc.

Mr. Thier inquired what would happen if the proposed activities were not completed per the terms of the contract.

Mr. Bulzak stated that there are approved CTDOT contractors that are on-call, and have the ability to submit a bid to rectify a violation on a project.  He continued by stating that on-call contractors mobilize quickly and are prepared to immediately rectify serious violations.
Mr. Applefield requested clarification of the problem that is in need of correction for the purposes of this application. 

Mr. Bulzak stated that, after the collapse of the Mianus Bridge in Connecticut and other situations in the history of the infrastructure of the United States, bridge engineers realized that the foundations of the bridges need to be set either deeper in the water, or they need to have more robust foundations so the forces of water during significant storm events, would not erode the material and, consequently, de-stabilize the abutments (or piers).  He continued by stating that as the water in a high volume flood situation rushes through the opening of a bridge, additional vortexes, as a result of the turbulent flow, are created causing erosion to the foundations of the bridge to occur more quickly. The flow of water is constricted as it flows downstream, and reaches the bridge.  With the acceleration of the water, grains of materials of the bridge foundations are removed, resulting in de-stabilization.  The CTDOT now has a standard policy to build all bridges that are over water either directly on rock that does not erode, and will withstand the accelerated forces of water in deep foundations, whose predicted scour depth would still not endanger the integrity of the bridge structure, or build bridges on piles. Piles are essentially stilts that carry the load of the bridge structure much deeper.  He continued by stating that even if there was some material removed as a result of a natural, although infrequent, phenomenon, the bridge would still remain.  He continued by stating that this type of infrastructure improvement is costly and a prudent manner in which to determine whether, or not, the foundation is protected.
Mr. Bulzak reiterated that three (3) alternatives were considered in evaluating this project.  He continued by stating that in order to ensure the safety of the foundation (abutments and wingwalls), the potential for scour that could occur during a fifty (50), one-hundred (100) or five-hundred (500) year event was evaluated.  Mr. Bulzak stated that in this case, where it was prudent to preserve the existing sub-structure elements, it also seemed prudent to protect the channel that passes under the bridge, and essentially resisting the scouring velocities of water in an extreme flood event.  A three (3) foot deep layer of standard riprap has been proposed.  Fortunately, the foundation of the bridge, that was reportedly constructed in 1964, was placed deep enough (4 feet) so that the proposed three (3) foot layer could be installed without reducing the opening under the bridge, and therefore, not further aggravating the scour velocity and creating an inability of obtaining flood management approval.
Mr. Bulzak clarified that there is four (4) feet of room between the floor of the channel and the top of the footing.  The existing soil material will be removed from around the abutments and replaced with the proposed riprap to protect the abutments from scouring.  He continued by stating that a policy was issued, around 1988 from the Federal Highway Administration, on how to protect bridges.  The policy contains information as to the size, depth and the extent of riprap that needs to be installed in order to protect the substructure of a bridge. 
Addressing Mr. Baril, Mr. Applefield inquired if the Town of Avon has identified the bridge that is the subject of this application, as a priority for reconstruction.

Mr. Baril responded by stating that there are a number of reasons why existing bridge no. 05850 has become a priority for reconstruction, with the most important reason being that this particular bridge will be eighty (80) percent federally funded.  He continued by stating that the CTDOT conducts inspections every two (2) years of all bridges in the state that have a span of twenty (20) feet or greater.  This is one of the few bridges, owned by the Town of Avon that meets these criteria.  When the CTDOT conducted its inspections, it determined this bridge was in poor condition.  The inspections were comprised of rating bridges based on weighted criteria for various aspects of the bridge on a scale from one (1) to nine (9).  The superstructure for this bridge was rated “poor”.
In response to Mr. Applefield, Mr. Baril stated that the reconstruction of this bridge was recommended as a result of the “poor’ rating received from the CTDOT and, as a result of the availability of federal funds.  He continued by clarifying that the reconstruction of this bridge is not being proposed because of the potential for scour.  It is being proposed as a result of the “poor” rating received from the CTDOT.  The scour countermeasures that are proposed are the result of being compliant with the specifications requested by the Federal Highway Administration in order to receive funding.

Mr. Applefield inquired if the proposed project could be executed without the proposed scour countermeasures, with the consequence of the loss of federal funding.
Mr. Baril responded by stating that “yes” the structure could be replaced without the proposed scour countermeasures.  He continued by stating that proceeding in this manner would cost the Town more money and it would not have mitigated the potential for flood hazard.
Mr. Applefield stated that the proposal, which is the subject of this application, will permanently change a portion of the watercourse streambed and a portion of the surrounding wetlands.  Mr. Applefield stated that he is not suggesting that the proposed activities should not be done. He stated he is just trying to better understand the proposal.
Mr. Bulzak stated that the project could not be funded unless the proposal addressed the integrity of the entire bridge structure.  Unless the substructure of the bridge was found to be safe, and not subject to scouring or erosion, the federal government would not fund the project. He reiterated that the bridge also has to meet the CTDOT criteria for being insufficient with regard to safety. 

Mr. Bulzak stated that, in is his opinion, not looking at all the components for the proposed reconstruction of the bridge is not prudent with regard to the cost involved for the proposed reconstruction. 

Mr. Logan stated that the consequences of not installing the scour countermeasures, is pushing a potential issue for the environment further into the future.  The proposed countermeasures will hopefully avert any future potential issues.

Mr. Bulzak stated that based on thirty (30) years of experience, it has been determined that the use of the riprap being proposed is considered a flexible type of protection.  When one stone moves, another may fall into its place.  By using the proposed riprap, a matrix of protection is created.  There are other methods that are available, (i.e. interlocking concrete blocks), but they have their own issues.  Fisheries in Connecticut, in the past, have strongly objected to interlocking concrete blocks as a method.  Mr. Bulzak stated that after evaluating the various methods available, it was determined that riprap would be the most natural and sensitive way of protecting the substructure.
In response to Ms. Dean’s inquiry, Mr. Baril stated that there are other bridges and culverts in Avon that have issues that will be addressed (i.e. Tillotson Road, Cedar Brook Road) in the future.
Mr. Bulzak stated that over time, the bridge that is subject of this application, has become weaker as a result of the bridge decking never having a waterproofing membrane provided for protection.  The salt that has been spread on the road during the winter months slowly permeated the pavement and deteriorated the concrete of the decking on the bridge. The concrete eventually became weaker and weaker. As a result, in 2013, the superstructure received a rating of four (4), or “poor”, upon inspection by the CTDOT. The bridge has been in existence for over fifty (50) years.  Bridges today are designed for a length of service of approximately seventy-five (75) years. Mr. Bulzak stated that because the federal program will be funding eighty (80) percent of the cost of reconstruction, they are required to follow the very robust standards associated with the CTDOT oversight.

There were no further questions from the Commission.

Mr. McCahill stated that he had addressed his concerns for the proposed plans in a memo dated  
November 20, 2015.  He continued by stating that the “Wetlands Assessment”, dated November 24, 2015, prepared by George Logan, REMA Ecological Services, LLC and revised plans received November 24, 2015, adequately addressed the comments noted in his memo.  
Mr. Logan stated that the streambed under the bridge is not in the best condition to service the aquatic life.  He continued by stating that there is a sediment bar that has formed as a result of material being deposited from the catch basin. The proposed activities should improve the quality of the streambed, and it will create a higher quality habitat for the aquatic ecosystem, for at least a decade.
Mr. Bulzak stated that, technically, on the surface, there will not be any impact to the wetlands or watercourses. He continued by stating that CTDOT guidelines will be followed with regard to the placement of the riprap within the watercourse/wetlands and, and as a result, the proposed activities have to be identified as a permanent impact to the watercourse/wetlands.  The proposed riprap will be mitigated by the installation of the natural material that will be placed over it, and to the naked eye, it will not appear as an adverse impact to the watercourse/wetlands.
Chris Graesser, President of the Avon Land Trust, stated that she is here this evening to observe and that any questions that she had have been addressed.

Mr. Beauchamp made the motion to approve application #745, with standard conditions. Ms. Dean seconded the motion.  Mr. Short, Ms. Dean, Mr. Thier, Mr. Breckinridge, Mr. Beauchamp voted to approve the application.  Mr. Applefield abstained.
OUTSTANDING APPLICATIONS:
There were no outstanding applications at this time.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC:

There were no communications from the public at this time. 
OTHER BUSINESS:
Ms. Dean stated that at the end of the previous meeting on July 7, 2015, Mr. Thier indicated that he would consult with the Town Attorney with concerns regarding jurisdiction for  permitted “as of right” activities.
Mr. Thier stated that he will follow up with the Town Attorney in regard to this issue between now and the next Inland Wetlands Commission meeting.

Mr. McCahill stated that he would also contact the Town Attorney with regards to this question.
STAFF COMMENTS:

There were no staff comments at this time.
Authorized Agent Approvals:

There were no authorized agent approvals at this time.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  July 7, 2015
Chairman Thier asked if there were any corrections to the minutes.  There being no corrections to the minutes, Mr. Breckinridge made the motion to approve the July 7, 2015 minutes. The motion was seconded by Mr. Beauchamp.  The minutes were unanimously approved by Mr. Thier, Mr. Breckinridge, Mr. Beauchamp, Mr. Short, Ms. Dean and Mr. Applefield.
NEXT MEETING:   January 5, 2015
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m..
Respectfully submitted,
Judy Schwartz, Clerk
Inland Wetlands Commission
