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INTRODUCT

Introduction

The East Windsor Inland Wetlands Commission has requested assistance from
the Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review Team in conducting a review

of a proposed active adult community.

The 117.45 acre project site is located on the north side of Newberry Road at the
intersection of Winkler Road. The site is mostly wooded with some areas of
meadow and shrubland. 44.9 acres of the site are wetlands which include over 50
wetland depressions. There are 13 confirmed vernal pools habitats with many

more considered “potential” vernal pools.

The proposed project is for the construction of an age restricted community
consisting of 116 units in 67 buildings. The site will be served by public utilities,
including sewer and water. Access will be from both Newberry Road and
Winkler Road.

Objectives of the ERT Study

The East Windsor Conservation Commission/Inland Wetland Watercourse
Agency has requested assistance because they are concerned with the sensitive
nature of the property, which exhibits unique habitat conditions and vernal
pools, and how the proposed construction will affect wetlands and uplands.

Major concerns include: hydrology and stormwater management, potential



impacts to wetlands, impacts to vernal pool habitats and site design compatibility

relative to proximity to wetlands and uplands.

The ERT Process

Through the efforts of the conservation commission/inland wetland
watercourse agency this environmental review and report was prepared for the

Town of East Windsor.

This report provides an information base and a series of recommendations and
guidelines which cover the topics requested by the town. Team members were
able to review maps, plans and supporting documentation provided by the town

and applicant.

The review process consisted of four phases:
1. Inventory of the site’s natural resources;
2. Assessment of these resources;
3. Identification of resource areas and review of plans; and
4

- Presentation of education, management and land use guidelines.

The data collection phase involved both literature and field research. The field
review was conducted on Wednesday, July 9, 2003. Some Team members made a
site visit on a different day. The emphasis of the field review was on the
exchange of ideas, concerns and recommendations. Being on site allowed Team
members to verify information and to identify other resources. The final
environmental assessment report by the applicant's consultant was made

available in February 2004, as well as revised plans.

Once Team members had assimilated an adequate data base, they were able to

analyze and interpret their findings. Individual Team members then prepared



and submitted their reports to the ERT coordinator for compilation into this
final ERT report.
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Location/Topographic Map
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Geology and Topography

Background

20,000 to 15,000 years ago the last Great Ice Age was coming to an end and
warming climates began melting the glacial ice in southern New England. The
weight of the ice, which was more than one kilometer thick, depressed the land.
As the ice to the south (modern coastal Connecticut) melted, the land bobbed
back up. The resulting iticrease in land elevation to the south along with a pile of
debris in the Rocky Hill area created a dam that backed up melt-water forming a
long narrow lake, referred to as Glacial Lake Hitcheock, in what would become
the Connecticut River Valley. The lake persisted for several thousand years (Bell,
1985, p.20-21) and all the while silt and clay settled to its bottom, accumulating to
a thickness of approximately 100" at the Newberry Village site. Along the edges of
the lake, sand and gravel were deposited as beaches and, where rivers of melt-
water (and their heavy load of entrained sediment) entered the lake, as deltas.
The pile of debris at Rocky Hill finally eroded, creating a channel through which
the lake could drain. For some time after the lake emptied, cold winds coming
off the nearby glaciers blew fine sand and silt across the dry lake bottom (Thorson
and Schile, 1995), covering it with several feet of dune sand and eclian silt. The
proposed village is sited on land that is underlain by lacustrine deposits (silt and
clay) that are overlain by laminated sand and silt (beach terrace?) and discrete
irregularly shaped piles of dune sand.




Site Observations

Most of the property has very little topographic relief (<20" except for the
northwest corner) and resulting slopes are gentle. The higher elevations (except
for the pan-handle at the northwest corner) are piles of well-sorted fine-grained
sand. The windblown sand does not form a blanket but is localized into several
irregularly shaped dunes (see Fig. 3 & 4). The dunes were deposited on top of a
veneer (blanket) of terrace sand that is pebbly in places. Both the dune sand and
terrace sand are permeable and adequately drained (no erosion, such as gully
formation, was observed during this Team member’s limited traverses). The
sand and silt were, however, deposited above relatively impermeable silt and
clay, which are exposed in Namerick Brook just south of the site (Colton, 1965).
Precipitation readily soaks into the sand but cannot easily penetrate the clay and
silt. This results in high water table conditions, which is manifest by numerous

swamps and seasonal pools on the site.

Recommendations

Seasonal high water table should be determined for all buildings with basements
50 that basements may be waterproofed if necessary.

Test borings should be made to determine depth to the clay layers and, if the clay
is close to the surface, the load bearing strength of the overlying sandy layers
should be calculated to ensure that footings are properly designed for potentially

unstable grnund .
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Figure 3

Map showing surface materials at Newberry Village site and showing lake
deposits near site. A-A’ is line of cross-section shown below. After Colton, 1965.
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Comservation Distriet Review

Introduclion

Information reviewed includes a comprehensive Envim.nmental Assessment
for the Proposed Newberry Village Active Adult Housing Community...,
prepared by REMA Ecological Services, LLC, dated February 2, 2004. In addition,
plans for the project, sheets 1-24, prepared by J.R. Russo & Associates were

reviewed.

The District reviewed proposals on this site in November 1997, May 1999, and
March 2003. Those reviews are incorporated here by reference. The previous
reviews focused on the unique characler of the site due o the presence of
numerous potential vernal pools. The applicant has submitted a substantial
amount of detailed information. While the information submitted is critical to

understanding existing conditions and the proposed development, the

comments below focus on the conclusions put forth in the Environmental

Assessment and the site plan, with a focus on vernal pools.

In an effort to assist the town with their review, the following also includes
discussion of the decision-making process within the framework of the State of
Connecticut Inland Wetlands and Watercourses statute, and reflects the District's
general understanding of the statutes and municipal regulations. If the Inland
Wetland and Watercourses Agency requires legal interpretation of the statutes or
municipal regulations, the town attorney should be consulted. The following
comments are advisory in nature and are presented to assist the municipality

with their review.



The October 2003 Connecticut State Supreme Court decision, commonly referred
to as “AvalonBay” is relevant to the current proposal regarding the regulation of
vernal pools and associated upland habitat. The fall 2003 issue of The Habitat,
prepared by the Connecticut Association of Conservation and Inland Wetlands
Commissions, Inc. has a comprehensive review of the decision, including
practical recommendations for Inland Wetland Agencies. Attached are some of
the relevant sections of The Habitat for review (see Appendix). It is generally
accepted that the decision restricts the ability of municipal wetland agencies from
considering impacts to obligate wetland wildlife that occur outside of a wetland.
Therefore, the following discussion focuses on impacts that the proposed
development may have on the physical characteristics of the vernal pools.

A number of organizations have been working with the State Legislature to
revise the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act to specifically address some of

the issues raised by the AvalonBay case.

Existing Information

The information submitted in the Environmental Assessment is comprehensive

regarding existing conditions. It includes detailed information regarding wetland
functions, vernal pools, and wildlife habitat. The site plan is complete and
detailed.

No specific information has been submitted regarding potential hydrological
impacts of the development on individual vernal pools. While there is some
discussion in_Envirpnmmental Assessment regarding stormwater management
and water quality, there is little information analyzing smaller drainage units
around individual pools. In some cases over 50% of the drainage area
swrrounding individual pools will be developed. Direct stormwater discharges to
vernal pools have been minimized and most of the remaining discharges are

treated. However, development around individual pools is significant and
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increased runoff and decreased infiltration is inevitable in the drainage areas
effecting a number of pools. Vernal pools and potential pools numbered 7F, 7D,
BA, 94, 10, 21, 23C, 23D are examples of pools where a significant portion of the

drainage area surrounding the pool is developed.

There is one substantial error in the plans relating to vernal pools. In the
Environmental Assessment, Vernal Pool Habitat Profile, vernal pool 24C is
described as a confirmed vernal pool. It is not shown as such on the overall plan,
sheet 4 of 24. In addition, on the 40 scale, sheet 8 of 24, the pool is not shown
relative to the development. Blue Spotted Salamander eggs were identified in

this pool.

Existing and Proposed Conditions

In summary, the parcel covers approximately 117 acres, approximately 45 acres of
which are wetland. There are 53 surface water depressions on the parcel (these
are a subset within the 45 acres of wetland). Within the proposed development
envelope, including areas within 100 feet of proposed disturbance, there are 15
potential vernal pools and 10 confirmed vernal pools. The proposal is for 116
units within 67 free standing buildings. Two roads are proposed.

Wetlands

The Environmental Assessment does a good job of characterizing the site and

provides an assessment of wetlands. The applicant has done a good job of
avoiding direct alterations to wetlands, with only 3897 square feet of impact area.
The proposal includes a comprehensive mitigation plan in the form of wetland
creation (4000 square feet) and vegetation restoration and management plan. The
District does not have any particular concerns about the development related to
other functions and values of the wetland system other than issues related to the

vernal pools.
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Vernal Pools

The northern Connecticut River valley, especially areas with glacio-lucustrine
deposits associated with glacial lake Hitchcock, is known to have regionally
significant concentrations of vernal pools. (Michael W. Klemens, Ph.D., personal
communication). Of particular significance on this parcel is the interconnected
nature of the vernal pools and their proximity to one another. The concentration
of pools provides protection to obligate vernal pool species during periods of
climatic stress because different pools can be utilized depending on conditions
(Michael W. Klemens, Ph.D., DEF Bulletin 32, 2000). The presence of Blue-
Spotted salamander in pools 24C and 7B, a Connecticut Species of Special
Concern, 15 also significant, and is often an indicator that other important
species, such as Spotted Turtles are present (as confirmed in the Environmental
Assessment) (Michael W. Klemens, Ph.D., personal communication).

The scientific literature regarding vernal pools has been developing over the last
Iwenly years or su and a significant body of science has developed regarding the
impacts to vernal pool breeding populations as a result of development. In 2002,
the Wildlife Conservation Society published Best Development Practices,

Conserving Pool-Breeding Amphibians in Residential and Commercial
Development in the Northeastern United States in an attempt to provide some

practical guidelines for development based on the science to date. The document

has detailed information regarding the known effects of development on vernal
pools, with a summary of some of the background science (see attached page 10

in the Appendix).

Some of the information in the publication involves impacts to adjacent
terrestrial habitat, which should not be considered during review by the Inland
Wetlands Agency in light of the AvolonBay decision. However, there is some
discussion of the functions of the area immediately adjacent to vernal pools,

which the authors describe as the Vernal Pool Envelope. This area has a direct
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physical relationship to the pool in that it “maintains the water quality of the
pool depression” and “provides a source of leaves, which constitute the base of
the pool food web.” Consequently, any impact within this area is likely to have a
direct impact on the adjacent vernal pool in terms of hydrology, water quality,

and habitat value associated with energy dynamics.

The following table ia a summary of impact areas adjacent to potential and
confirmed vernal pools within the area proposed for development. Impacts are

divided into the following categories:

Structures within 50" Major roads and buildings proposed within 50' of a vernal
pool, using the limits of the pool shown on the 40' scale plans, sheets 5-9. It

excludes drainage structures and driveways.

Minimum Feet to Disturbance/Clearing: Distance is based on the closest
disturbance associated with any clearing or land grading, assuming that the

closest silt fence is the limit of disturbance.

Potential Thermal Impacts: This is a conservative thumbnail approximation
based on the site plan. A “Yes” indicates that over 50% of the vegetation within
50 feet of the south side of the vernal pool will be removed. It assumes that
under existing conditions the pool is shaded, since the site is predominantly

wooded. The amount of canopy cover is shown on Table 4 in the Environmental

Assessment.

Impacts within 100 teef and within the drainage area of Vernal Pool: This
indicates the total number of structures, including stormwater basins, within 100
feet of a vernal pool and within the drainage basin of the pool. Structures within
100" may have impacts to the hydrological regime of the pool by decreasing

existing infiltration rates and increasing runoff.
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Confirmed  Potential Structure Minimum Potential Impacts within
Vernal Pool  Vernal within 50° Feet to Thermal 104" and within
Poal Disturbance’ L paets diainage areq of
Clearing Vernal F'ool
1& Ut &2 10 Yes Road
Detention Basin
1 Unit
144 No 15 No 1 Unit
Stormwater
o Structure
14B Unit #32 20 Yes 3 Units
Uit #56 Foad
Road
11A MNone 20 Yes 3 Units
Road
Water Quality
o S Basin
10 Llnit #9 20 Mo 3 Uniis
Uit #11 Road
gA Linit #17 15 Mo 3 Units
Unit #21 Road
9B Unit #13 3’ Mo 1 Tlnit
Ba Foad rl Yes 1 Unit
Foad
17 Unit #43 0 Yes 2 Uuts -
Unit#d s Road
Road
TF Unit #40 25° Mo 1 Unit
Foad Road
TD Uit #49 i Yes 2 Units
R Raoad
18 #3 Cedar Ln. 1or Yes 2 Unita
#7 Cedar Ln. Driveway
2] Unit #5515 No 5 Units
_ Unit #61 Road
22 Uit #61 15" Mo 3 Units
it #63
238 #10 Cedar Ln. 30° No 3 Units
Driveway Driveway
AC #12 Cedar Ln. 0 Na I Unit
Foad Road
30 Road 2 Mo Road
Detention Basin
244 #17 Cedar Lin, 15 Yes 1 Uit
Foad Road
248 #19 Cedar Ln. 25 s 1 Unit
Faoad Foad
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Vernal Pool Productivity vs. Value

The Environmental Assessment discusses the results of field-work conducted by
REMA Ecological Services Inc. Out of the total of 53 pools, there are 13 confirmed

vernal pools with known breeding activity involving obligate vernal pool

species. The remaining pools are considered potential vernal pools, although no
breeding activity was observed. Based on a review of recent literature, extinction
and colonization amongst proximate vernal pools may be a typical occurrence
and may reflect changes in hydroperiod and canopy cover over time (Skelly). Use
of different pools may also reflect normal fluctuations in pool populations based
on annual weather conditions (Michael W. Klemens, Ph.D., personal
communication). Therefore, for the purposes of review, potential vernal pools

and confirmed pools should be considered equally.

Of the confirmed pools, REMA categorizes the productivity of individual pools
as low to moderate, and the entire site as moderately productive based on the
total number of pools. The overall “value” of the site should not be confused
with the terms aimed at characterizing productivity. In most wetland assessment

methods, the presence of vernal pools elevates the value of wetlands. Also,

according to the authors of Best Development Practices - Conserving Pool-
Breeding Amphibians in Residential and Commercial Developments in the
Northeastern Unites States, “egg mass numbers may vary regionally” and low

egg mass numbers in clustered pools may indicated dispersed breeding within
the pools. Therefore, low to moderate productivity within the vernal pools does

not reduce their “value” as important habitat.

There is a statement in the Environmental Assessment that “the existing
configuration of this site and the plethora of seasonal ponds compared to upland
terrestrial habitat is wholly incompatible with the widely cited
Calhoun/Klemens model (2002), with upland rings of 100 to 750-feet wide
around a central pool.” It should be noted that the publication discussed, and
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cited above, does not present a “model” of particular vernal pool configurations.
Rather, it discusses the science related to on-going studies and uses that
information to present practical guidelines. Consequently, the information in
the document is relevant to this site, with the exception of discussions about

critical terrestrial habitat, in light of AvalonBay.

Summary of Potential Impacts

Given the amount of disturbance adjacent to many of the vernal pools, impacts
to the hydrology of vernal pools are likely due to decreased infiltration and
increased run-off. Thermal changes (heating) of surface waters within the pools
are also likely where significant areas of shade are removed around the pool.
Changes in the amount of woody debris and leaves contributed to the vernal
pools from surrounding areas may alter the energy dynamics of the pools and
associated wetlands. Finally, degradation of surface water quality is likely given
the location of numerous structures and driveways within the drainage area of
many vernal pools. For example, roofs may be a source of dissolved metals and
driveways are known to accumulate both nutrients and metals (The Practice of
Watershed Protection, Article 15).

Proposed Mitigation Measures

The applicant has proposed numerous measures to allow for wildlife movement
through the site, including drift fences along roads, Cape Code style curbing, and

box culverts to allow wildlife passage under roads.

To protect water quality, the applicant proposes a number of measures including

particle separators, water quality swales, and water quality basins.

While the proposed measures will allow greater wildlife movement and help
reduce water quality degradation, it is still likely that concentrated development
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around pools will result in changes to hydrology, water quality, and energy

dynamics of the pools.

Alternative Assessment

The following discussion assumes that the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses
Regulations of the Town of East Windsor are consistent with The Connecticut
Inland Wetland and Watercourses Act and Model Inland Wetland Regulations
developed by the DEP. The Act describes the Criteria for Decision for agencies
evaluating permit applications and contains the following language regarding

information the agency “shall take into consideration”:

“The applicants purpose for, and any feasible and prudent alternatives to, the
proposed regulated activity which alternatives would cause less or no
environmental impact to wetlands or watercourses.” Other language in the
statute further defines alternatives as “feasible and prudent” and provides

definitions for the terms.

The applicant has submitted two proposed alternatives that were previously
considered and abandoned. While the current proposal has less direct alteration
of wetland, there are any number of possible alternatives that would “cause less
or no environmental impact to wetlands or watercourses.” Impact areas
associated with vernal pools are outlined above and the goal of any plan for this
property should address proposed development within close proximity to vernal
pools. While the Wetland Agency ultimately has the responsibility of balancing
proposed development of the site and expected impacts to vernal pools, the

following are possible alternatives that could be discussed with the applicant.

1. Reduce the number of units within 100 feet of vernal pools under the existing
road configuration.

2. Terminate Cedar Lane and make it a cul-de-sac prior to the wetland crossing
between pools 24B and 24. This would maintain 8 units along Winkler Road
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and save the cost of constructing the remaining road, while eliminating 13
additional units. Cedar Lane cuts through the center of the most productive
complex of vernal pools and allows development close to a number of
productive pools. The road is also a significant disturbance within 100 feet of
at least 7 of the vernal pools.

3. Eliminate Units #43, #45, and #49 next to productive pools 7D, and 7F.

These are just a few of the possible alternatives that could be discussed. If the
applicant maintains that any of the alternatives discussed are not feasible or
prudent, the applicant must demonstrate such to the Wetland Agency.

Summary

This parcel is unique and regionally significant due to the number of vernal
pools. The plan as proposed consists of multiple significant disturbances within

100 feet of many confirmed and potential pools and this disturbance is likely to
alker thﬂgiral characteristics of the rrnnl.lt. Tt is recoommended that alternative

proposals be explored that reduce the amount of alteration within 100 feet of

vernal pools.

A project like this points to the importance of identifying ecologically significant
parcels either in the process of developing the municipal Plan of Conservation
and Development or during preparation of an open space plan. The applicant
has invested significant time and effort in studying the site and has prepared a
plan that attempts to minimize direct wetland disturbances. The town is faced
with the difficult task of balancing its charge to protect wetlands and the
legitimate rights of the owner to develop the parcel. The District can assist the

town to identify similar parcels and develop planning strategies for those sites.
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Wetland Resoumrees

The Watershed

The parcel exists in the very top of the of the Namerick Brook watershed.
Wetlands at the top of the watershed are considered the hydrologic source for the
watercourse that forms downstream through a combination of surface runoff
and groundwater recharge. Namerick Brook has been mapped as having a water
quality of “A” by the CT Department of Environmental Protection. Namerick

Brook has its outflow directly into the Connecticut River.

The watershed is approximately 1,638 acres in size. A first-cut (very) rough
approximation of land use in the watershed is as follows:

39% or (~635) acres is currently in riparian areas and /or farms;

29% (~479 acres) Dr. R. John E. Flaherty Wildlife Area; Permanent Open Space;
21.5% (~352 acres) is in residential and commercial development;

9% is this parcel (although about 71% of the site is proposed as open space);

1.5% (~24 acres) East Windsor High School property.

The Site

Geologically/historically the site itself is unique. The combination of post glacial
wind blown dunes over glacial lake bed sediments occur only in a very few
places in the state. Its low-lying, generally flat position on a glaciolacustrine plain

incurred the sand dunes from the post glacial winds across the newly exposed
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lake bed. (i.e.: once glacial Lake Hitcheock drained, the glacial ice was gone and
the winds moved around a lot of loose “dirt” particles ultimately forming

dunes).

Briefly, the two wetland soils present on the site: Scitico and Walpole, are quite
level and poorly drained.

Comments

This a challenging site because of the density of the vernal pools. As the REMA
report indicates some of these were breeding pools at the time of the field
observations and some were not. Regardless, vernal pools, whether breeding
pools or not, are wetlands by definition and it falls to the town to protect these

wetland resources.

There is much that is not known about vernal pools. Especially the interactivity
within groups or clusters of them. In other words: are the dynamics that allow
for the characteristics of any given pool influenced or tied into the characteristics
of other neighboring pools? The answer to this question is far beyond the scope
of any one research project - if for no other reason than the time frame over
which a study such as this would have to take place. (The ERT team itself has
visited sites that have been previously touted as being prolific breeding habitats -
only to find that the season of our visit found them almost sterile of amphibian
life.)

What is known is that there are recommendations for Best Management Practice
setbacks from breeding pools to protect all the dynamics including surface runoff,
canopy cover, land slope, etc. These are the physical attributes that are integral

parts of the vernal pool ecology.
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REMA's thorough report provides a profile of each individual pool. The
characterization of each pool is thorough and, along with the photographic

documentation, provides the reader with an unparalleled overview of each

entity.

What is also known is that dry upland is an important part of the vernal pool
ecosystem. Part of the movement of the energy that makes up the pool's
ecosystem is gained in the uplands and brought to the pools during breeding

SEAS0I.

The Proposal

It is clear that the applicant has gone out of his way to submit as complete a plan
as possible. Many features regularly missing from proposed plans are present
here including: engineer seal and signature, a workable legend, soil stockpile

locations, construction phases, etc.

And a good bit of additional work has been proposed to accommodate the typical
amphibian and reptile issues on a proposal of this nature including: Cape Cod
curbing, wildlife corridors, tunnels versus round concrete culverts, guidance
fencing, and the like. The proposed removal of invasives from the site is
commendable as is the creation of the upland meadow, and wildlife friendly
plantings. And in fact, in excess of 71 % of the site will be placed under

permanent conservation easement.

Still, a review of the plan shows a dense development concept (116 units on 33.5
acres along with much impermeable road and driveway area). The footprints of
many of the units are found in what is typically reserved for wetland setbacks

{~50 feet) (see the table of this issue in the Conservation District Review section).



The question of the interchange of energy among the pools over time remains

unanswered.

The REMA Report

From the REMA report the reader gleans (among many other helpful facts) that
some wetlands stand out among all those described. The stand-out wetlands that

are likely to be effected most by the proposal are:

» Wetlands 22, 23b, 23¢c, 23D; Page 52 of the REMA report states groundwater

recharge is a principle function;

» Wetlands 7f, 23b, 23¢, and 11a; Page 54 of the REMA report lists as valued
highly for production export and wildlife habitat;

* Wetlands 23c and 23d; Page 57 of the REMA report cites as the highest
educational value because they are “... confirmed productive vernal pools

with diverse fringe vegetation, which are excellent outdoor classroom.”

» Wetlands 23b, 23c, 23d, 7d, 7f, 24a; the report concludes are the most
important throughout the site.

Reviewing the above findings, it is easy to see there are at least eight
wetland /vernal pools that emerge as being important for a variety of functions
and values reasons: 7d, 7f, 11a, 22, 23h, 23c, 23d, 24a.

In addition, it is likely that vernal pools 21, 10b, and 14b will be functionally lost
due to their isolation and change in water chemistry from fertilizers, pesticides

and yard waste runoff from the proposed neighboring houses.
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Connecticut State Statutes, Some Applicable Sections

Sec. 22a-36. Inland wetlands and watercourses. “The wetlands and watercourses
are an interrelated web of nature ..”, providing a variety of functions for surface
and ground water and essential to the existence of, “... many forms of animal,

aquatic and plant life.”

The preservation and protection of the wetlands and watercourses ... [from]
disturbance or destruction is in the public interest...” It is, therefore, the purpose
of [these] sections to protect the citizens of the state by making provisions for the
protection, preservation, maintenance and use of the inland wetland and
watercourses by minimizing their disturbance...” and, ... by providing an orderly
process to balance the need for the economic growth of the state and the use of its
land with the need to protect its environment and ecology in order to forever
guarantee to the people of the state the safety of such natural resources for their
benefit and enjoyment and for the benefit and enjoyment of generations yet

unborn.

“Watercourses” means rivers, streams, brooks, waterways, lakes, ponds,
marshes, swamps, bogs and all other bodies of water, natural or artificial, vernal

or intermittent, public or private, . . ', (Sec.22a-38)

Sec. 22a-41. Factors for consideration of commissioner. Finding of no feasible or
prudent alternative. (a) ..., the commissioner shall take into consideration all

relevant facts and circumstances, including but not limited to:

(1) The environmental impact of the proposed regulated activity on wetlands or

watercourses,
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(2) (2) The applicant's purpose for, and any feasible and prudent alternatives to,
the proposed regulated activity which alternatives would cause less or no

environmental impact to wetlands or watercourses,

Sec. 22a-42. Municipal regulation of wetlands and watercourses. Action by

commissioner,

(a) To carry out and effectuate the purposes and policies of Sections 22a-36 to 22a
-45a, inclusive, it is hereby declared to be the public policy of the state to require
municipal regulation of activities affecting the wetlands and watercourses within

the territorial limits of the various municipalities or districts.

Conclusions

e In the final agreement, strict language should be agreed upon b}r the town and
the homeowner's association to ensure plans for Integrated Fest Management
are carried out, waste dumping lot lines, etc. are observed. The town should
be able to contact one individual within the homeowners association for

maintenance of the environmental concerns.

s The "seeding” of vernal pools to initiate amphibian breeding should be seen
only as an experiment and not as a mitigative effort to replace breeding pools

functionally lost due to construction.

* It is clear that there is a variety of vernal pools on this site that are valuable
wetlands for a variety of reasons. On this point the REMA report helps

immensely.

¢ The biggest unknown is the interaction of the many wetland functions

within the complex of vernal pools.
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It is clear that from the above statutes that the commissions are required to

preserve the wetlands.

It is also clear that from the above statutes that the commissions are required

to balance the need for the economic growth within the state.

Therefore, it is the opinion of this Team member that the commission
should solicit and review alternatives to this proposal which protect the
wetlands that have been cited as functionally valuable and to protect those
that would, under this proposal, be functionally isolated as the result of road,

home, and driveway construction.
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Stormwater Managemment

The proposed Newberry Village active adult housing community is a proposed
116-unit development on approximately 117 acres on the north side of Newberry
Road west of Winkler Road. Approximately 32 acres will be developed, including
impervious coverage of 9.3 acres for the construction of roads, driveways,
sidewalks and houses. The remainder of the parcel will be dedicated as open
space. Public sewer, gas and water systems will serve the site. Newberry Road
borders the site the south, Winkler Road borders to the east and other residential
property borders to the north and west. The proposed lots are arranged along a
central loop road off Newberry Road and an additional access road from Winkler
Road to the east. There are numerous areas of wetlands and vernal pools within
and surrounding the development. The wetland areas surrounding the
developed area will be protected by conservation easements. The plans show that
less than a tenth of an acre of wetlands will be disturbed. A wetland replication

area will be constructed to compensate for this disturbance.

The site is fairly level with some gently sloping areas. The existing drainage
pattern for the site consists of five drainage areas. Two drain to the north and
eventually to Boweyn's Brook while the remaining three drain to the south and

west, eventually discharging to Namerick Brook.

The proposed drainage system consists of catch basins and piping within the road
system and discharges to several detention/water quality basins. These basins
include integrated sediment forebays and a discharge structure consisting of ten
feet of perforated 4-inch PVC pipe surrounded by filter fabric and 3/4-inch stone.
A cap covers the discharge of this pipe with a drilled hole sized to the design of
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the individual basin. The basins are designed primarily to encourage infiltration
and water quality treatment but also provide some detention. The discharges
from these basins all flow to the existing wetland system on the site, which
provides additional natural flood storage detention. Areas of the site not

collected in the drainage system run by sheet flow into the wetlands.

Design plans were submitted along with drainage calculations. The plans
submitted address erosion and sedimentation control for the site. Since the site is
fairly flat, erosion and sedimentation control should not be too difficult.
However, given the proximity of wetlands to construction activities all around
the site, particular care must be taken to properly place, inspect and maintain
erosion control measures, Wetland boundaries should be reflagged and

construction limits established before clearing and grubbing commence.

Total disturbance for road and lot construction will be over 5 acres, which will
require registration for the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and
Dewatering Wastewaters Associated with Construction Activities. The plans,
with the water quality basins, appear to meet the goal of 80% long-term sediment
removal in the general permit. A maintenance plan should be included covering
the long-term care of these basins. Also, the current design for the sediment
forebays calls for an earthen berm separating them from the main basin. This
berm should be mod:fied to be a pervious berm. This can be done with the
placement of a riprap berm “core” covered by filter fabric and a layer of 3/4-inch
stone. This will help limit the possible transport of sediment into the main basin
and simplify sediment removal during maintenance. In addition, the high level
overflows from the basins are currently riprap spillways. These outlets could

possibly be better served by riprap level spreaders, if flow rates allow.

For any areas collecting runoff from more than two acres, the general permit
requires temporary construction sedimentation basins or swales providing

storage of 134 cubic yards per acre drained. For areas collecting runoff from 2 to 5



acres, this can be accomplished with gravel and silt fence check dams along
roadway swales or any diversion swales. For areas collecting over 5 acres, a
sedimentation basin with filtered outlet must be provided. If the water quality
basins are to serve this purpose, this should be specified on the plans along with
regular maintenance procedures. The locations of any sedimentation swales, if
used, should also be shown on the plans including details of liliration measures.
During road construction and before final pavement is placed, the rough graded
road beds can serve as collection swales for site runoff, posing a significant
erosion hazard. Measures should be shown on the plans and details for gravel
and/or haybale check dams or other measures to mitigate this potential problem.
The details should also show how catch basins will be protected during

construction.

Disturbed areas must be stabilized as soon as activity has ceased for more than 7
days. A narrative plan for stabilization and maintenance of the disturbed areas
should be provided including procedures for stabilizing the site for the winter. A
registration for the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and
Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction activities must be submitted at least
30 days prior to the start of construction. A Stormwater Pollution Control Plan
must also be prepared and submitted at the same time. Properly constructed and

maintained, the site should have minimal impact on the adjacent wetlands.
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WILDLIFE REVIEW

A review has been made of the information sent by REMA Inc. and |. K. Russo
rev. 2/2/04 with regards to the least environmentally damaging alternatives to
reptile and amphihian species. The Wildlife Riologist Team member concurs
with fellow Team member David Askew's assessment and suggestions

{Conservation District Review section), he did an exemplary job categorizing the

impacts using the Best Development Practices - Conserving Pool-Breeding

hibians in Residential an mmercial Developments in the Mortheastern

United States (Calhoun/Klemens {2002).

The blue spotted salamander (Ambystoma laterale), a state species of special
concern, has been reported at this site. Best management practices around the
breeding pools should be used and any canopy cover around the pools saved to
keep the area forested, which is what they require Since the blue spotted
salamander is a listed species if any state permits are required or should state
involvement occur in some other fashion, specific restrictions or conditions
relating to this species may apply. Spotted turtles (Clemmy guttata) were listed as
a wildlife species of regional conservation concern in the Northeast United
States in 1999 by the Northeast Endangered Species and Wildlife Diversity
Technical Committee. While data on population abundance and distribution is
limited, some information available suggests that populations are declining
throughout the region and the decline may be attributed primarily to habitat loss
and habitat fragmentation The DEP Wildlife division is concerned with the
vulnerability of this species. Spotted turtles were found at REMA location PVP11
B. This Team member could not determine from Russo sheet 5 of 24 whether
Water Quality Basin #2 will affect the spotted turtle.
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There are concerns with the Mitigation as described on p.108-110 of the REMA
report. The developer cannot assume low road mortality to animals on rainy
spring nights based on the age of the residents. Vernal pools are a unique and
vulnerable type of wetland that is inhabited by many species of wildlife, some of
which are totally dependent on vernal pools for one or more stages of their life
cycle. Most wildlife vernal pool species are long-lived and navigate under leaf
litter basically crawling on their stomachs to return to their natal areas for
breeding every year or every two years. If the surrounding habitat is lost to
development, the placement of box culverts does not guarantee use by any of the
impacted species. Additionally, salamanders have narrow ecological
requirements that may be affected by acidification of wetlands, habitat alteration,
and nutrient, chemical and thermal pollution. Permanent fencing doesn't
guarantee “that these amphibians will find and establish new territories in the
nearby undeveloped forest” (REMA p.110). The Wildlife Division has recently
reviewed the use of pit falls and drift fences and determined that there are
problems with indiscriminate capture and the possibility that state-listed species
may be inadvertently killed using these types of capture techniques. Reptiles and
amphibians can accumulate along drift fences, guidance or funnel fences, and the
proposed permanent exclusionary fence, and potentially die of desiccation or
predation. The mitigation monitoring report is only proposed for 3 years and the
monitoring done only one night during the height of amphibian movement.
The Wildlife Division is recommending traps and fences only be approved as
part of a long-term study. If these fencing mitigation measures are the applicant's
strategy they will have to be monitored every 24 hours during the breeding

season in perpetuity.

If the surrounding habitat around a vernal pool or a breeding pool is lost to
development, then even if water is left in the pool it will become non-viable.
The proposed Cedar Street and associated units are not recommended as they
effectively ring the vernal pools with development. The wildlife value of this
property is high with so many pools of water, the applicant should work to keep
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this site’s unique water features as a focal point for future homeowners. The DEP
Wildlife Division is willing to provide comment on any additional proposals or

changes concerning this property.
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l Archacological Review |

The Office of State Archaeology (OAS) and the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) note that the proposed subdivision location possess a moderate

to high sensitivity for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources.
Although no archaeological resources have heen reported for the praject area,
the proximity to the Connecticut and Scantic Rivers and its current
environmental and topographic characteristics suggests the likelihood of
undiscovered Native American archaeological sites. In addition, prehistoric

stone tools have been recovered from neighboring agricultural fields.

It is further noted that the project limits encompass a 50-foot right-of-way in
favor of the Connecticut Electric Railroad Association, Inc. (East Windsor
Trolley Museum). It is recommended that extant mature vegetation be
retained as a visual buffer between the trolley right-of-way and all new

construction in order to maintain the rural character of the trolley experience.

The Office of State Archaeology and the State Historic Preservation Office
recommend that a Phase I reconnaissance survey be conducted for the
sensitive portions of the project area, in order to identify and mitigate any
cultural resources on the project area that would be effected by construction
activities. All archaeological studies should be conducted in accordance with
the Connecticut Historical Commission’s Environmental Review Primer for
Connecticut’'s Archaeological Resources. In addition, the OAS and the SHPO

are preparcd to offer any technical assistance in conducting the survey.
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APPENDIX




Is There Life In The Wetlands? Some Preliminary
oughts In Light of AvalonBay Communities, Inc. v.

1lton by David H. Wrinn'

Supreme Court’s recent decision in AvalonBay
Commumities, fnc. v Inlard Fetlands Commission
l of the Town of Wilios, 266 Conn. 150 (2003},

reatricting wildlifs habitat considerations in the processing
of permuts to conduct regilated Aotivites uhder the state’s
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act (LW W.AL", “the
Act™), Conn, Gen, Stat. § 228-36 f seg., is being identified
a5 a matter that calls ot for 2 legislative “fix." Whether
the Cleneral Assembly will agree, and what specific form
any such proposed amendmeant io the TWW A might ke,
are matters for future resolution. The first order of business
for mumicipal miand wetlands and watercourses )
commizsions right row is bow to implemnent the Court’s
ruling vmtil such time, if any, that there is legislative action.
The purpose of the following discussion is to set forth some
pertinent reflections upon the limits of the decision’s legal
reach and also some strategies for decision maling in light
of it

e well to review the following facts from the case,
'nl.un]lny Comnmmites, Inc. (*AvalonDay'") apphicd for an
nland wetlands and watercourses permit to construet
affordable housing units on property conteining inlend
wethands, but none of the propesed construction astivities it
the revised application were to be located within the
regulated inland wetlands and watercourses or the
associated upland review area regulated by Wilton's inland
wetlands amd watercourses commission {“the
commission")? The commission held & public hearing and
determined thal propoged constriction activities would have
1 detrimental impact apon the wpland habitat of the spotted
salamander, o wetland obligale species® sighted on the
property during the application review process, The
crmmission denied AvalonBay's permit application. The
issue on appeal of the commiasion's final decision thus
focused upon the extent of the agency s regulatory
jurisdiction As framed by the Suprerme Court, the issue was
whether the Act, in addition to protecting wetlands “from
physical damage or mirusion” eould efford protection to
wildlife that “might rety on the wetlands for a portion of its
lifis cyele” In concluding that the TW.W. A, did not do so,
the Court specifically rejected the commassion s claim that

Act “should be construed liberally to include protection
the hiodiversity of the wetlands.” The Court therefore sst
rih its decision as a [imitarion on the reach of the

LW.W. A bry its own terma. ’

{me should not underestimate the significancs of the
Court's approach to the statutory construction: of the Aot,
beginming first with its invocation of Conrecficut Fund for
the Environment v Stamford, 192 Conn. 247 (1984). That
ease sty for Qe proposition that mumicipal inland
watlands ageneies canmot delve into environmental issnes
outgide their specific charge set forih in the .ct respecting
inland weflands and watercourses.” But in A valonbay, the
CFE citation signals the Court’s view thit (s LW WA
itself is narrower than all the subject matiers that might
geem logically related to wetlands and waterzourses as
mataral resources and to their conservation and protection.
The Ceourt accomplished this nerrowing cons! ruetion by,
essentially, "detaching™ the legislative finding contained in
Section 22a-36 of the Act from the rest of ths stante, and
by laying particalar emphasis upon the definitional sections.
Finally, the Court enlisted the exemptions section of the Act
(Conn. Gen. Stat. § 228-40) as an aid to its construction of
the reach of the nof-exempt, autherizing, sectons that form
the nucleus of an inland wetlands and water ourses
rgenoy ‘o regulatary juriedission.

The Courl emphasized that “wetlands” are dofined as 2 soil
type; that “watercousses” are merely bodies of water; and
that *intermittant watercourses,” are chiefly identified by
permanent channels and banks. The Court frther:
emphasized tha these definitions were “nanowiy drawn”
and "limited to physical characteristics.” Therefore, by this
reasoning, wildlife per s¢ was beyond the reach of the Act,
and hiodiversity could not be & charactenstic of these
patural resources afforded protection. As ar agide, the
Court speculated that there might be seme o et “exireme
case” where species loss or other negative inpact “might”
have a “negative consequential effect™ upon the physical
charaeteristios of o wetlands or watercourse. The Court,
hewever, gave no indication or example of what ithad in
raind {this is. more likely thati not, a legal “place kesper™);
rather, the point that the Court chose to emp hagize was that
the General Agsembly did not allow for the term “wildlife™
{or “resources,” or even “biodiversity") in the definitional
section of the Act.

Aszide from coneleding thai the definitions within the Act
were “narrow,” the Court interpreted the legislative finding
in Section 22a-36 as speaking to the protection of wildlife
only “as a secondary effect of protecting the wetlands and
wratercourses themselves,” In other words, wildlife or
Wetlandy, co-timed o page 4

3
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diversity issnes were simply subordinate considerations.
The reasoning of the Court in sappodt of this observation
foouses upon the “conservation of . . . wildlife" as a “non-
regulated uss"” of wetlands snd watercourses under the
exemption provisions (Conn. Gen, Stat. § 22a-400b)(1]), and
upon its view that the legislative finding in Section 22a-36
deerns wildlife to be “beneficial™ not as “integral™ o fully
fimetional wetlands and watercourses, but oniv s an
cnhancerment, and 5o, a8 a matter of secondary imporiancs
in the Act. This marks the firsi occasion upon whech the
Court has declined to use the legislative finding es a key to
a broad, remedial construction of the Act.?

Irwould, however, be wrong 1o conchide that this decision
deconstructs its own precedent or renders more difficult the
effective protection of inland wetlands and watercourses.
The Court made plain what it was et deciding. [t expressty
stated that it was nor interfering with the line of precedent
beginming with Aaron v Comservation Commission, 183
Conn. 532 {1981), and continuing through Oueach
Carporation v fnland Wetlands Commission, 258 Conn.
178 (2001}, that interpreted the Act to allow mumicipal
wetlands and watersoucses agencies to regulate outside the
bounds of the resources themsalves and even the sethack
areas designated around themn (“upland review aress™)
wliere activities were desmed liksly to cinss wn impact
upon inland wetlands and watercourses, It affirmed that
Section 22a-42a(f) “merely codified” the reach of
jurizdiction articulated previously in Aarom, Such impacts as
are demonstrable as having an adverse effect upon the
wetlands or watercourses are deemed “regulated activities™
and thus within the jerisdiction of these agencies.

Thia last pomnt is not at odds with the fact pattern of
AvalonBay. The administrative record contained no factual
findings by the sommission of intmaioa nto oruge of the
wetlande or watercpurses on the site 2 a regult of the
proposed construction activities. No habitat issues arse,
therefore, from an impect to the wellinds or watercourses
themsalves (for example, climination of habitat owing to the
filling of 3 wetland), and the Court could have stopped its
anplysis of the facts at this paint. 1T the gplamandar, 35 was
argued and rejected by the Court, could be viewed as
“wetland resoires,” then the ecological linkage of species
to wetland in AvalonBay contained no findings that the
destraction of some of the upland habitat of the spotted
salamander would prevent the creature and the wedand
from, in effect, “linking up™ during the “obligate” portion of
the former's fifecyele. One must inguire, *“Was it
necessarily true that the impact upon wpland habitat wonld
hawve 2 cauge and effect negative impact upon the
watlands?™ One may also ask on this record, *“Was it likely
that the salamander population could have moved from the
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. disturbed areas to other upland areas withou: impairing their

relationship to the wetlands system ™ Without  tight linkege
to the regulated inland wetlands, the Court was left to fear
that AvalonBey had aptly portrayed the jurisdiction of the
commission ag traveling Yon the backs” of tie salamander”
The point pursed by the Court is that focusiap npon the
salamander took the spotlight off the wetlands and
watercourses themselves, obscuring the “primary™ and
necessary regulatory question “What's hapgening to the
wetlands and watercourses?"

Commisaions who view their chargs undar the LW W A. as
broadly protective of the ecology of watlands and
watercourses will not draw mnch comfort fiom the
regulztory decision making limitations impe =d by the Court
in dvwalonfay. The Act is no longer availabl- for the broad
protection of cortain species, like amphibians, that hove an
ecological connection to wetlands and watersourses.
Mevartheless, while the decizion remains in place as the law
of the LW.W.A., municipal commissions must follow and
apply its reasoning. How, then? Inlund wetlends and
wattcourses commissions shoukd concentra = their inguiry
on what effiect ({2, impact) the proposed reulated activity
will ar will likely have upon the wetlands an: waterzourses
proper—as set forth in the factors for considemtion
contained in Section 12a-41 of the Act—by conmderng, for

examgple:

* Do the proposed activities invobve phiysics | intrusion,
recalling that the terms “material”, “discharye™ and
“pollution™ are defined broadly in the LW, W A}

* Diothe proposed activities imvolve filling, prading,
draining or excavation, recalling that “remon 2" and
“deposit™ are broadly defined as well?

* Do the proposed activites tvolve siltation, (oo likely releass
of sadments or orosbve discherges durng site preparation or
afterwards, as a resull of the construction or vse? :

» Wil the proposed activitics alter or abstruct water flow?
These remain the major activities to be examined with care
under the Act, and they ars unaffected by the dvalpnBae

Resource inventorizs commonly associated with inkand
wetlands and watercourses applications in many
commumibies are rendered more problematic in light of the
AvalonBay decision. It all depends upon hovw the
mformation ts handled: commissions are not srechuded from
inguiring about habitat or diversity impacts, Jul they may
not make rhese issues the primary or sole ground for
thetr decision making under the Aet. The rating of

wetlands, for example, by their value, a placs where
Wetlawds, conimed on page 5
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dl?wt}rﬁndmgsha\'ubnmunlm was never the olject of ;
the Act enyway; wetlands and watercourses are (o be
and conserved “becanse they are there.” One
even say that, in this respect, the Coort has made 1t
eagier to protect such resources as vemal pools, Thess
walercourses are part of the reguiatory “inveniory™
whether or not there is evidence of their habitat value; their
phivsical identification is enough for jurisdiction o attach, If
evidence of habitat agsassment and impact is received on
the record, is it related 1o an impact that in turn implicates a
physical characteristic? For example, if an application to put §
fill in & watercourse and boild out & dock wers to impinge
wpon of even eliminate a habitat area for fish, the nexus or
connection between the physical characteristics of the
watercourse and the habitat and the species would be
easier to comprehend as authoritative but nol necessarily
Jurisfictionalty overraaching under the reasoning of
AvalonBay. Similarly, an activity that drains or alters the
. eourse of water flow through a wetiand area may have an
adverse impact upon habitat and fit within the jurisdictional
sehreme outlined by the Supreme Coust,

In surmmary, it is not so much the holding or conclosion of
the dvalonBay case that is uneetiling, bot the overall :
approach of the Supreme Courl to the LW.W.A, The Court §
effectively shelved the proposition that remedial :
ton—af which énvironmental legislation is the
preeminent example—sheould be broadly constred. This
point of view leads to unfortunate interpretative results:
discounting legislative findings; and reading definitional
sactions very narrowly, It is an orientation that appears 1o
be at 0dds with statements of the Court in the past that
“[Jhe [LW.W A, ] allows & wetlands commission enough
flexibility tn adap! ‘to infindtely variable conditions for the
effectuation of the purposes of these statutes,™ (ueach
Corp., 258 Conn. at 199, quoting davon, 183 Conn. ar 541,
ﬂmmmtmﬂymudm{wﬂayﬂmﬂdhawmmamt
differantly, only that the Court may have gone farther than
Was Necessary 10 reverss unﬂndmmmﬂmcmﬂnm&thy
the Wilton commissian, The putcome of this appeal :
mandates the exercige of care by all municipal commissions §
in marshalling their fact finding and, ulbmatehy, i their
decision makimg under the 1% WAL and, ons may add as
a parting ohaervation, that should be so whether the Actis |
further amended or nal.
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K A, S g
RILE o B S R R T, R S s R



510.00

Conserving Pool-Breeding Amphibians in Residential
and Commercial Developments in the
Northeastern United States

METROPOLITAN CONSERVATIOMN ALLIAMCE

A FROGRAM QF

®WCS

rrEy Cr ey R RGEITT

MCA TECHNICAL PAPER SERIES: NO. 5



TRANSLATING SCIENCE INTO CONSERVATION

Very little published research has addressed conservation concerns as they relate to vernal pool
habitats and wildlife. ‘Therefore, the recommendations made in this document are based
primarily upon decades of field observations made by the authors. Those observations have
repeatedly demonstrated that pool-breeding wildlife populations experience precipitous
declines in response to developments within vernal pool envelopes and critical terrestrial
habitats.

Vemnal pool research conducted in Massachusetts by Bryan Windmiller (unpub. data)
corroborates the authors' conclusions. In one study, 25 acres (10 hectares) of upland forest
adjacent to a vernal pool in an urban setting was almost completely cleared. Within two years,
the pool’s wood frog population was extirpated (i.e., wood frogs became locally extinct). This
occurred despite the maintenance of an untouched 150-foot wide buffer of forested upland
around the pool and a forested wetland corridor adjacent to the pool. These findings
underscore the fact that narrow buffers alone—which are usually less than 150 feet—are

insufficient to protect wildlife populations.

In a second study, Windmiller tracked large populations of spotted salamanders, blue-spotted
salamanders, and wood frogs over a five-year period at two vernal pool breeding sites located
in close proximity. The land surrounding one of the pools remained largely intact throughout
the five years. At the second pool, approximately 25% of the existing forested upland within
about 1,000 feet (300 meters) was cleared for residential development after the first year of the
study. That development also greatly fragmented the remaining forested upland, although a
100-foot wide buffer was left untouched.

Within four years of the beginning of construction, spotted salamander numbers declined by
53%: the wood frog population was reduced by 40%. Blue-spotted salamander numbers also
declined over a two-year period following initial construction but subsequently recovered to
pre-development levels. In contrast, there was no reduction in amphibian breeding population
sizes at the undeveloped pool,

This study demonstrated that even a relatively small degree of development—covering
approximately 253% of the surrounding critical terrestrial habitat—can negatively impact vernal
pool wildlife. As in the first study, these impacts occurred despite the maintenance of a
forested buffer.

The recommendations in this document would limit the footprint of development to <25% of
the area surmounding productive wemnal pools.  This is a relatively conservative
recommendation, given the results of the second' study. However, this threshold may be less
detrimental to resident amphibians if impacts are further reduced by following site-specific
recommendations made in Section Il of this document.




The Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review Team (ERT) is a group of professionals in
environmental fields drawn together from a varety of federal, state and regional agencies.
Specialists on the Team include geologists, biclogists, foresters, soil specialists, engineers and
planners. The ERT operates with state funding under the supervision of the Eastern Connecticut
Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) Area — an 86 town region

The services of the Team are available as a public service
at no cost to Connecticut towns.

PURPOSE OF THE TEAM

The Environmental Review Team is available to help towns and developers in the review
of sites proposed for major land use activities. To date, the ERT has been involved in reviewing
a wide range of projects including subdivisions, landfills, commercial and industrial develop-
ments, sand and gravel excavations, elderly housing, recreation/open space projects, watershed
studies and resource inventories.

Reviews are conducted in the interest of providing information and analysis that will
assist towns and developers in environmentally sound decision-making. This is done through
identifying the natural resource base of the project site and highlighting opportunities and
limitations for the proposed land use.

REQUESTING A REVIEW

Environmental reviews may be requested by the chief elected official of a municipality or
the chairman of town commissions such as planning and zoning, conservation, inland wetlands,
parks and recreation or economic development. Requests should be directed to the chairman of
your local Soil and Water Conservation District and the ERT Coordinator. A request form should
be completely filled out and should include therequired materials. When this requestis approved
by the local Soil and Water Conservation District and the Eastern Connecticut RC&D Executive
Council, the Team will undertake the review on a priority basis.

For additional information and request forms regarding the Environmental Review Team
please contact the ERT Coordinator: 860-345-3977, Eastern Connecticut RC&D Area, P.O. Box 70,
Haddam, Connecticut 06438,



