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Environmental Review and Comments
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SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION

At the request of the Town of West Hartford Plaigneémd Zoning Commission / Inland
Wetlands Agency, an independent environmental wvewas conducted of the permit
application for regulated activities east of Eastdwell Drive and rear of 137 North
Street.

Application materials reviewed included the seplains labeled “Proposed 12-Lot Single
Family Residential Subdivision” prepared by Alfgkdsociates, Inc., stamped “Received
October 25, 2013"; “Wetlands Assessment” by Remaldggcal Services, LLC dated
8/1213 and amended, stamped “Received October023’2and other documents in the
file provided by Town staff. Site visits were comtied on 12/3/13 and 12/6/13.

The following comments are offered for the consatien of the Commission.



1.0 Landscape Context

A 12 lot subdivision is being proposed on a 5.5 aeoded parcel adjacent to a wide
floodplain and watercourse system located off site.

The parcel is entirely upland. The wetland boundagated off site, parallels the eastern
property line. Distance from the property boundarthe wetland boundary ranges from
30 feet to less than 1 foot.

The parcel is entirely forested and is surroundedutourban residential development on
its north, west, and south sides. The wetlandsaatdrcourse areas bound the parcel on
the east side. Most of the parcel (approximatedgms) is either level or gently slopes
down to the west. The remaining portion of the ph(approximately 1.53 acres) slopes
moderately to very steeply down towards the wetlasdurces.

The wetland resources located closely off site vebigracterized by Rema Ecological
Services in their report of 8/12/13 (as amended)amsist basically of Trout Brook and
its floodplain. The wetland resources include twarmels of an impounded section of
Trout Brook, a large wet meadow island, other weadow and island areas, and a
backwater area to the channel.

A qualitative description and qualitative assesdroéthe wetland resources under
existing conditions, was presented in the Remartepa independent review of site and
that review were conducted and it was determinattths portion of the Rema report
was substantially accurate, though it should bedhtite independent review was limited
by winter vegetation dormancy. The quantitative saeaments submitted within the
Rema report were not assessed, but based uponetivésg and analysis of the landscape
context, there is no reason to believe that theyreccurate.

2.0 Landscape L evel | mpacts
The greatest impact to the landscape will be dukeéaemoval of the forest cover.

Regulatory context: Pursuant to Subdivision Regulations Section A184specimen
trees and wooded areas are required to be demnotadnap, or submitted as part of
supporting data. The applicant is also requirestate the relative importance to the site
or the environs of this natural resource pursuaigection A184-20.1.

The applicant did submit a sheet with all treeseexiing 30 inches in caliper at ground
level, along with a very brietharacterization of the forest. Included with thaéef
characterization was a very limited assessmeriteofdrest’s ecological role within the
site and the community. There was no informatidmsitted regarding the existing limits
of the wooded area, perhaps because the entins sitmoded. Post- development
wooded limits were depicted on the site plan.

Steven Danzer Ph.D. and Associates LLC

Page 2 of 12



Section A184-20.1(B) additionally stipulates th@ahe subdivision shall be designed to
reduce the adverse impacts on such areas, sitesbgeuds as much as is possible.”

More can been done to reduce the adverse impadtedorest. Recommendations
towards that goal will be presented later in tleist®n.

Magnitude of impact: Assuming that the proposed limits of disturbaneeraspected,

the existing forest land cover type will be redubgB6% (from 5.53 acres of forest
cover pre-development, to 0.77 acres of foresticpust-development). This represents a
considerable conversion of land cover type, araf gifficient magnitude to significantly
disturb the existing ecological function of thedsted upland.

It should be noted in the applicant’s analysisngbérvious cover, only 1.25 acres of the
5.53 acre site will be impervious post-developm@23% reduction of pervious
surface). Although this appears to be a serioesmgitt to maintain pre-development
hydrology to the wetland resources, the impervianeslysis still masks the ecological
impact of the reduction in forest land cover.

Forest condition: The Rema report portrays the condition of thetengsforest in a
negative light. | do not share this opinion for thkkowing reasons discussed below:

The Rema report states that the forest “supportammadiverse trees but the understory
is patchy and has been marred by past vandalisrdamg@ing”, and that “the forest has
relatively low ecological value, due in part to thendalism and dumping, but also due to
the developed landscape setting, and the smalb$ite upland woodlot, only 5.6
acres...”.

There is no acknowledgement in the Rema repotiefelatively varied structural
diversity of the forest (in particular - the emexgiBeech midstory within the northern
portion of the site), or that the dumping appeansd mainly limited to the periphery of
the property.

The Rema report states that the forest has relalve ecological value and is well
suited to the conversion to homes. | question ¢ipent’s frame of reference regarding
“low ecological value”. There are major disturbamvents more significant than
vandalism and dumping that have impacted this tedegarcel, and none of these
disturbances appear to impact this forest any rin@e most other forests in this region.

The major disturbance forces that appear to imgmeforest include storm events and
deer browse. Relatively recent storm events hasdtexl in abundant dead fall on the
forest floor. Deer have selectively browsed thearstbry, favoring fern species and
other less palatable species. Both of these arencondisturbances within both large
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sized forests and smaller urban forests in ouoreghs such it not believed that the
condition of this parcel is any worse than moseotracts of forests in Connecticut.

Relative importance of theforest to the site or environs: The forest currently offers at
least three ecosystem services that will be sicanifily impaired by this development.

First, the forest serves as a refuge for wildliie #lora. This forest tract is the last
remnant of natural cover type within the surrougdaeighborhood, a situation that
increases rather than decreases its ecologicat vakcond, the forest canopy serves to
maintain positive air quality and minimizes theeetfof pollution. Third, the abundant
forest biomass serves to thermally buffer the neaghood and the region from
temperature and other climatic extremes. It wo@akpected that the function of all
three of these services will be significantly inrpdiif 86% of the existing forest cover
type is removed.

Reducing adver se impact: More of an effort can be made to preserve theiagisorest
cover and therefore lessen the impact on these/gtems services. Specifically;

» Development and grading can be pulled back farpehe slope in the northeast
portion of the site (lots 6 and 7).

* More of the wetland buffer can be preserved by edjppay the width of the
Conservation Easement around lots 8 and 9.

* The subdivision design can be reconfigured to redisnsity, which might also
allow for the detention basin to be reduced in azé/or be pulled back farther
from the wetland boundary, preserving more woodéteb A reduction of
density could also potentially result in the prgaéiopn of open space (currently
lacking) which would be of obvious benefit to tledl community and
environment.

* Individual trees can be marked for preservatiomiithe front and rear yard

areas in an effort to think out and minimize unrsseey tree removal during the
site development process.
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3.0 Stormwater System and Detention Basin

Hydrological impacts: As mentioned previously, the applicant providedlgses to
determine the pre-development hydrology. The hydypkeport indicates the rate of
runoff will be reduced post-development as comp#wezkisting conditions.

It would be expected that the deforestation wontiteéase volume of runoff from the site
due to the tree removals and the subsequent laftinofioning biological processes such
as evapotranspiration (i.e. water loss into theoaprhere due to the tree’s metabolism
and evaporative surfaces) which represent a sogmfiy large component of a forests
pre-development natural hydrology. However, tloerstvater system would detain this
extra runoff. At worst, the Trout Brook floodplasystem would receive the extra
volume. The Trout Brook system in this area is @difi@ally impounded system (i.e. a
river system whose downstream rate of releasegidated by a dam structure), and
judging from the terrain, it would be expected tthetre would be a surplus storage
capacity within the immediate river floodplain tartdle these extra volumes if generated.

The effect of reconfiguring the site into new pdsirelopment subwatersheds on the
wetland resources was examined. The backwater elg(labeled as “sloughs” in the
Rema report”) represent the more sensitive anagichlly unique of the wetland
resources near to the site. The backwater chapneisrily depend upon overflow from
the brook for recharge. Therefore, as long as thekbcontinues to overflow, the
backwater channels will not be significantly impattThe reconfiguration of the site
into new subwatersheds would not be expected tofgigntly affect the capacity of
Trout Brook to continue to overflow at times inketback channels.

Ecological impacts (deforestation): At least sixteen trees (as indicated on the
application materials) will need to be removeddastiruct the detention basin. The trees
range from 14 to 21 inches Diameter Breast HeiDBH).

It should be noted that more trees will be remdvenh the site than are specified in the
plan, since the requirement was to only depictetoses 30 inches or more at ground
line.

Furthermore, more trees than the above cited 18ikély need to be removed (or their
roots adversely damaged) to accommodate the pipitige basin.

These tree removals represent a significant losgofly buffer canopy cover within
proximity to the wetlands, and a significant corsien of habitat type from natural forest
to a managed and urban developed habitat. It iatdble whether locating an engineered
stormwater structure at the expense of eradicatimgently functioning wetland buffer is
worthwhile from an ecologic point of view. Forestgaland habitat adjacent to wetlands
is scarce in this suburban area, and will be moaece post-development. However, this
practice is not uncommon, in my experience.
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Minimizing impacts: The Rema report (p16) suggests several recommendab
minimize indirect impacts to wetland functions aadmprove the water quality function
and habitat quality of the detention basin. It aypehat none of these recommendations
were incorporated into the plan materials evaluated

* The Rema recommendations should be incorporatesiaot to Section 10.2(d)
of the Inland Wetland Regulations, since they imedhe proposed activity's
future ability to protect, enhance or restore tietland resources.

Additionally, pursuant to Section 10.2(d), there several ways to reduce and
reconfigure the detention basis size, and theretatace the amount of tree removal and
over all habitat disturbance. These include:

* The detention basin shape could be reconfigurée tmore tailored to the
existing site conditions without loss of volume elproposed shape is “cookie-
cutter” rather than proscribed for the terrain.

* The subdivision design could be reconfigured tauceddensity, which might also
allow for the detention basin to be reduced in sizé/or be pulled back farther
from the wetland boundary, preserving more woodgteb

4.0 Development of Lot 9

Erosion impacts: A Conservation Easement is being proposed teptdihe steep slope
above the wetland resources. This will afford séewel of habitat protection to the
resources below by preserving direct disturband¢bdslope and preserving its over
hanging tree canopy. However, it is my view that @onservation Easement can be
improved upon to offer a better level of protectwith regard to preventing erosion and
sedimentation into the wetlands below.

As proposed, the lot is configured so as to allewaliopment (e.g. the removal of trees
and installation of lawn) up to the edge of thesloThe site plan depicts at least 3 trees
adjacent or below elevation 134 (i.e. 10-15 feetfithe crest of the slope) that are not
protected and as such will be assumed to be renfovéalwn. There is also an
abundance of woody and herbaceous groundcovetheadge of the slope that will also
need to be removed to install the lawn.

Under existing conditions, these trees and thev@gioundcover provide an uneven
ground surface which serves to slow down stormwaiteoff and which promotes
infiltration before the stormwater flows down tHege. Under proposed conditions,
detention and infiltration will be significantlydaced if the area immediately adjacent to
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the slope is converted to lawn. This will creatataation in which runoff will
concentrate and increase velocity as it flows ¢heiip of the slope, and likely result in
erosion of the slope below, resulting in deposittbsediment into the wetland areas
below, triggering Sections 2.1 jj (1,4,6) of théaimd Wetland Regulations (Significant
Impact).

To see what the impact of developing this closi¢oslope will be, it is instructive to
view the slope behind the residences located doeanrst, along the eastern side of
Cliffmore road. Most of these existing residencagehdeveloped back yard areas which
extend all the way to the top of the slope aboeeBfook, similar to what is being
proposed on this site. According to the NRCS suégp, the underlying Manchester soils
in these residential areas are the same soilsths proposed backyard area of Lot 9.
When viewed from below, it appears that there ayaificant levels of erosion on the
upper reaches of the slopes below these Cliffmeselences. In contrast, there is little to
no erosion on the slopes below proposed Lots 6d@uexisting undisturbed conditions.

» A practical approach to remedy these impacts wbaltb increase the width
inland of the Conservation Easement to the 134agilmv line, as depicted on the
site plan. This will afford a level of protection the steep slope from the impact
of erosion and still allow for a backyard for th®posed residence.

* If the Applicant wants to continue to maximize kyard under the current lot
line configuration, the alternative also exist@pply for zoning relief to pull the
houses closer to the proposed road.

It should be noted that the Rema report (p16) antyilrecognizes this issue, and
recommends a “vegetative screen” as a related measprotect the slope. It is my
opinion that due to the unique site topographiocalstraints, a more aggressive
preservation approach is needed than what is reemed in that report, pursuant to the
language of Sections 10.2(d) and 10.3 of the In\Atetland Regulations.

Footing drain: The footing drain outlets are proposed on thepsséape. No outlet
protection to dissipate expected flow velocitiespgcified. There is no quantification or
even mention of trees or other vegetation that nesd to be displaced for the piping or
for the outlet. The footing drain should be depob& a plan identifying which, if any,
trees will be impacted or removed. Outlet protecfar the footing discharge should be
provided. Under proposed conditions, erosion addhsentation into the wetlands will
occur.
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5.0 Development of Lot 8

Erosion impacts: Similar to Lot 9, the Conservation Easement gmbtects the slope
habitat itself. It does not afford any protectioorh regulated activity such as the
conversion of forest to lawn immediately adjacenthie top of the slope that will result
in erosion of the slope. Similar to the discussibhot 9, the Conservation easement
could be improved in this area pursuant to Secti@2(d) of the Inland Wetland
Regulations by slightly increasing its width inland

* The Conservation easement could be expanded aridilieet inland. This would
result in the preservation of natural ground caaerditions and result in the
protection of at least 4 more trees (as depictethersite plan). This will afford a
level of protection to the steep slope and theeetbe wetland resources below
(as discussed in previous section for Lot 9) ailidadiow for a backyard for the
proposed residence.

* If the Applicant wants to continue to maximize kyard under the current lot
line configuration, the alternative also exist@pply for zoning relief to pull the
houses closer to the proposed road.

Footing drain: No outlet protection to dissipate expected flowouties is specified. If
flow is allowed to concentrate without velocity sigation and then is allowed to traverse
downgradient, there will be a reasonable likelihtiwat this will result in rill erosion on
the slopes, and an impairment of the capacity ®fthils to serve as an anchor for
vegetation.

There is no quantification or even mention of treesther vegetation that may need to
be displaced for the piping or for the outlet. Theting drain should be depicted on a
plan identifying which, if any, trees will be imgad or removed.

6.0 Development of Lot 7

Unlike the previous lots considered (Lots 9 and!®},slope between the proposed
development in Lot 7 and the wetland resourceslaively gentle. Erosion would not be
anticipated as a major issue of concern as in @@tsd 8. The major issue of concern
with developing this lot would be water quality gmeservation of wetland buffer
habitat.

It would seem logical to extend the Conservatioasdaaent across the bottom of this lot,
in order to preserve natural upland buffer to tletlands and to provide maximum
protection of the wetland resources from water itppahpacts. An intact wetland buffer
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is important to remediate any nonpoint pollutantsrf the lawn areas above, as well as to
provide canopy over the wetlands. It also provia&siral upland habitat and discourages
intrusion into the more sensitive wetland areadahigh buffer habitat adjacent to the
wetlands, discussed earlier, is scarce for thighimrhood region and will be more

scarce post-development. Therefore efforts shoalohéde to preserve as much of it as
possible.

The Rema report made a finding (p14) that the ri$ksater quality from the
development of this (and other lots) will be veswl However, their finding was also
predicated (p14) on an approximately 50 foot woddlgffier being preserved between the
graded slope and sensitive wetlands. The currenpkn proposes no permanent
protection for that wooded buffer, effectively remithg their finding moot. A
Conservation Easement would provide that levelrofgztion, and therefore validate
Rema’s conclusion.

* Itis recommended that the Conservation Easemeexteaded along the bottom
of this lot, 25 feet offset from the eastern loeliboundary, pursuant to Sections
10.2 c and d of the Wetland Regulations.

Footing drain: No outlet protection to dissipate expected flowouties is specified.
There is no quantification or even mention of treesther vegetation that may need to
be displaced for the piping or for the outlet. Theting drain should be depicted on a
plan identifying which, if any, trees will be imgad or removed.

Grading plan: The slope in the area directly to the north ofghgposed house is
proposed to be reengineered. There appears to perpose to this elective land
disturbance other than to perhaps transition tadeg to meet the equally engineered
lower proposed slope of Lot 6 next door. It is diyuanclear why the slope is needed to
be disturbed below the proposed residence in Lah@,this issue will be more fully
examined in the next section. As such, the propgsading seems to be an unnecessary
and avoidable disturbance to the terrain.

7.0 Development of Lot 6

Both pre-development and post-development sloptsnithis lot are steep. The slope is
currently stable, with abundant mature woody veg®tand natural ground covers
including mature trees.

The Rema Report (pl14) states “..a gently slopimg@pmately 50 foot wooded buffer is
proposed between the graded slope and the sensgie@nds..”.
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This is not true. As measured on the site planattegage distance between the graded
slope and the sensitive wetland area appears ¢e tagtween 35-40 feet. Taking into
account that the limit of disturbance due to grgdmthe field really does not commence
from the last grading line on the map, a more nealle estimate of the distance between
the graded slope and the wetlands would be 25@5 fe

Because of the thin width of this proposed wetlaafier, it would seem logical to
stipulate that the Conservation Easement be exteaci®ss the bottom of this lot as

well. All the previous considerations regarding tieed for such an easement, discussed
in the Lot 6 section of this report, are valid asMor this lot.

» Itis recommended that the Conservation Easemeextemded along the bottom
of this lot, 25 feet offset from the eastern loklibboundary, pursuant to Sections
10.2 c and d of the Wetland Regulations.

Slopeissues: An engineered fill slope is proposed around tteteza and northern sides
of the house. The slope will be roughly 2:1 arothnortheastern corner of the
residence, and 3:1 in the vicinity of the Lot 6 dmd 7 property boundary.

It is not clear why this area needs to be comprsikiely reengineered. It appears to be a
rather drastic and unnecessary disturbance toxibeng steep slope. It is unclear why
the residence can not be cantilevered to reduterbénce to this slope, or why the
proposed elevation grading lines 130 to 138 are @eeded, as this area is mainly below
the house.

A 2:1 slope poses unique challenges to stabilisgthir the site plan nor the erosion
control plan stipulates how the applicant spedifygatends to do this. It should noted
that there is general language in the erosion obplan that all areas not paved or
landscaped will be loamed with minimum of 4 inchas soil and seeded with grass seed.
However, it is expected that due to the steepriessjse of grass seed and top soil will
not be adequate to permanently stabilize the slepdijng one to question if a retaining
wall will be necessary.

Without adequate design and stabilization, it wdaddexpected that the fill slope would
serve a source of sediments that would migratetir@avetland area. The potential
volume of sediments is large enough to result malge to the resource, enough in my
opinion to trigger Sections 2.1 jj 2 and 4 (Sigeadnt Impacts) of the Inland Wetland
Regulations.

* Itis recommended that the need for both slopesglibpe within the Lot 6 and
Lot 7 property boundary AND the slope around thehemastern corner of the
residence) be reassessed, and any unnecessarpahstl eliminated by leaving
as much natural terrain intact as feasible. Inis2oned that the residence could
still be located in the same place without the eednost, or all, of those slopes.
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* Minimizing the need for these slopes would alsailtaa the additional
preservation of at least three trees on Lot 7 ahebst two trees on Lot 6 that are
slated for removal if these slopes are developed.

Footing drain: The footing drain outlets are proposed on thepsséape. There is no
outlet protection to dissipate expected flow velesispecified. There is no quantification
or even mention of trees or other vegetation they meed to be displaced for the piping
or for the outlet. The footing drain should be d&gd on a plan identifying which, if any,
trees will be impacted or removed. Outlet protecfar the footing discharge should be
provided. Under proposed conditions, erosion adéhsentation into the wetlands will
occur.

8.0 Additional Erosion Control Plan Comments

Treeremoval and construction sequencing: Tree removal will arguably constitute the
most significant and largest magnitude of distudeato the site.

The only reference provided in the erosion comeotative as to how the developer
intends to remove these trees in a manner thatmaas erosion and sedimentation is the
statement: “Clear cut and remove unsuitable materihe area required for the
proposed houses, the roadway, and detention basin.”

At least a hundred trees are expected to be rem@a8d of the existing forest canopy).

» There needs to be more specificity as to the methisdd (number and type of
trucks, entrance and exit way through site, hotigperation, stockpile location
of slash and timber, planned efforts to stabilamal areas, and especially the
identification of sensitive areas and trees todm¢gated, along with avoidance
strategies).

» A phasing plan is recommended. Clear cutting theeesite at once will lead to
an unnecessary risk of accelerated erosion andchsethtion throughout the site.

» Tree protection is provided as a detail on ShebuRyet no trees are specified for
protection on any of the site plan sheets (G1 loemtise). Individual trees should
be marked on the site plan for preservation withenfront and rear yard areas, in
an effort to think out and minimize unnecessarg temoval during the site
development process.
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» Atemporary swale is proposed but the detail ispnovided. Without this detail,
it is not possible to make a finding that the swailé prevent erosion and
sedimentation, as intended.

L andscaping and Site Restoration: Despite the magnitude of tree removal, accorting
the site plaronly onetreeis specified to be planted on site, to be located on the cul de
sac.

* A better effort can be made to comply with the ispif Section A184-26 of the

Subdivision Regulations. A landscaping plan whinbairages tree preservation
and which specifies replacement of trees can beldpgd.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Signed,

4 (TR ~ by ) ‘-)'-/_)

Steven Danzer Ph.D.
Soil Scientist, CT Licensed Arborist, Professiovgtland Scientist

CPESC - Certified Professional in Erosion and ®edit Control
Ph.D. in Renewable Natural ResourceiStu
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