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Introduction

Introduction

The Fairfield Conservation Commission has requested assistance from the King's Mark
Environmental Review Team in reviewing a proposed elementary school.

The municipally owned parcel is 15.75 acres in size with an adjacent 1.69 acres also owned by
the town. The site is located on Burr Street north of Woodhouse Road, south of Townhouse
Road and west of the improved portion of Hornbeam Road. The property is wooded and fairly
level with a slope to the east. Wetland areas have been identified and flagged in the field. Old
remnant farm foundations are present in the southwest area.

The proposal entails construction of a new elementary school building for approximately 500
students, athletic fields, subsurface sewage disposal system, stormwater drainage and detention,
and parking and access roads. Public water is available for the site.

Objectives of the ERT Study

The commission has asked for assistance with the review of this project in providing expertise
to properly evaluate the following: 1) the wildlife habitat and effects of development on the
habitat, 2) the presence of vemal pool obligate species and/or box turtles and other significant
wildlife, 3) inland wetland impacts, 4) stormwater management, 5) subsurface sewage disposal,
and 5) archaeological/historical significance.

The ERT Process

Through the efforts of the Fairfield Conservation Commission, this environmental review and
report was prepared for the town of Fairfield.

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:
[, Inventory of the site's natural resources;
2. Assessment of these resources;
3. ldentification 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 Thursday, March 28, 2002. 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. Some Team members made separate and/or
additional site visits.



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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Wetland Resources Review

This municipally owned property is located in the north central part of town and encompasses
15.75+ acres, with an additional 1.69 acres abutting along the east comer. The proposed use is
the construction of an elementary school. The utilities will consist of public water and an on site
septic system. The elevation of this small, completely wooded parcel ranges from over 360 feet
along the southeast boundary to a little less than 330 feet at the north comer property
boundary. Included on the nearly 17.5 acre site are four wetland areas of interest.

The small hill or rise that runs northwest to southeast through the east side of the parcel,
about 250 feet from, and roughly parallel to, the road is the drainage divide between Sasco
Brook on the west and Cricker Brook on the east side of the parcel. A little less than 25
percent of the parcel drains into Sasco Brook and the balance, in excess of more than 13172
acres, drains into Cricker Brook..

Generally speaking, the parcel has been studied in depth and reviewed closely in the weeks and
months preceding the ERT Team's visit. The wetland areas have been mapped, the vegetation
described, and the investigation of vernal pool status is underway. Much of the wetlands
documentation is available in the November 29, 2001 letter from Environmental Land
Solutions to The Town of Fairfield Inland Wetlands Agency. The Team wetland reviewer’s
comments on this proposal do not reiterate earlier documentation.

National Wetland Inventory Classification

The US. Fish and Wildlife Service has mapped and classified the wetlands and watercourses
using a system of codes for all the topographic maps in the state. This parcel occurs on the
Westport quadrangle, | :24,000 scale National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps. Because of the
scale of mapping, the inventory classifies wetlands that are the largest or most conclusively
observed on the aerial photography.

At this location no wetlands were observed and/or mapped as detectable from the aerial
photographs.

Water Quality

The surface water quality (which includes the wetlands and watercourses) of the area
surrounding the parcel have been mapped by the Department of Environmental Protection as
being Class A. Assumptions are made on many of the classifications over the extent of the map
and not all surface water gets quality tested. However, with no known sources of major
pollutants the wetlands on the site can be assumed to have the water quality classification of A.

In addition, the groundwater classification for the area is also A for the same reasons listed
above. The descriptions of these classifications are:

Class A
Designated uses: potential drinking water supply; fish and wildlife habitat; recreational use;
agricuttural and industrial supply and other legitimate uses including navigation.




Discharge restricted to: same as allowed in AA (i.e.: Discharge restricted to: discharges from
public or private drinking water treatment systems, dredging and dewatering, emergency and
clean water discharges.).

Class GA
Designated uses: existing private and potential public or private supplies of water suitable for
drinking without treatment; base flow for hydraulically connected surface water bodies.

Discharge restricted to: same as for GAA (i.e.: discharges limited to: treated domestic sewage,
certain agricultural wastes, certain water treatment wastewaters.) and discharge from septage
treatment facilities subject to stringent treatment and discharge requirements, and other wastes
of natural origin that easily biodegrade and present no threat to groundwater.

Source: Protection Summary of the Water Quality Standards and Classifications (1997),
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Management.

Soils

Mr. Ed Pawlak of Connecticut Ecosystems, LLC, mapped the wetland soil information for this
parcel. During the course of his work he identified three wetland areas on the property and
these are delineated on the site map dated November 30, 2001 which the Team received. The
plan wetland maps were made from existing SCS County mapping and Mr. Pawlak's fieldwork. In
essence, the wetland soils are dominated by soils that are poorly and/or very poorly drained
soils.

Comments regarding the Site:

The wetlands the Team observed were dominated by four wetland components.

The largest wetland is a system that is currently fed by down slope drainage from just below the
proposed location of the sediment basin. This woodland drainage first appears as a seep at the
base of the slope and ultimately feeds into and forms the wetland that dominates the 1.69
abutting acres in the southeast corner of the parcel. This is part of the headwater wetlands
system that uftimately flows into Cricker Brook 1.5 miles downstream after leaving the parcel.
Cricker Brook flows into Mill River and ultimately into Long Island Sound.

The second large area of concem is the wetland that receives the drainage from the location of
the playing fields. This is also a headwater wetland for a tributary to Cricker Brook. The stream
that forms from this runoff begins to coalesce just at the property boundary and then flows
about one third of a mile where it has a confluence with an unnamed tributary of Cricker
Brook. Thus, it is the down slope drainage from this area that contributes to the headwater
wetlands of the tributary.

The most isolated wetland and one of key interest was the potential vernal pool along the east
border of the parcel. This is near where the sometimes-mapped extension of Hornbeam Road
abuts the property. This small pond ranges in size from season to season depending on periodic
wetness. It dries out in the summer months and reportedly holds standing water in late winter
and into spring according to available moisture. Thus, the pond expands and contracts due to



seasonal moisture. It is mapped at approximately 1,200 square feet on the proposal and
measures about 1,400 square feet on a 1990 aerial photograph. This pond was reportedly dry
just a few weeks prior to the Team's (March 28th) visit. Interestingly, a review of the 1931 aerial
photographs taken in April of the year showed the same pond to be present in the spring of
that year as well. Consultant Michael Klemens is investigating the presence of vernal species in
the pond and will describe his findings in a separate report for the applicant.

The fourth and smallest wetland is isolated and located towards the western corner of the
parcel near a neighboring landowner's property. It exists amid quite similar surroundings of full
canopy dominated by red maples with a thin shrub layer. Many of these wetlands visited on the
field walk were all forested wetlands with a full overstory of trees and a mixed, often thin,
understory of shrubs and herbs.

In all, the wetlands on the site were more notable than first expected. Thinking that the Team
would only encounter a series of isolated wetlands, there was an excitement based on the
comments in the field about the size and vegetative diversity of the large eastern headwater
wetland and stream course and the potential for the vernal pool by the Hormbeam (paper)
Road.

Comments Regarding the Proposal

It was the understanding of the Team that if this proposal is not approved another similar
proposal will be brought forward or the acreage will be used in another capacity by the town.

Regarding the proposal the Team reviewed, there seems to have been quite a few
accommodations made to provide for a variety of earlier comments. In fact the use of the
uplands for the development seems to have been efficiently laid out so that all of the wetlands
of concern are avoided. And it is applaudable that the proposal has kept the paved surfaces,
detention areas and septic system from the wetlands. Wetland buffers are important because
of their ability to filter out unwanted materials from the wetlands. Buffers act as final sediment
filters that are especially important during construction and while the land surface is being
disturbed. They also protect the wetlands from post construction sediments such as road sands
and pesticide and fertilizer runoff from yard and garden applications. In Fairfield, the buffer areas
are 67 feet in width for wetlands and riparian areas in the Sasco Brook watershed and 72 feet
for the Cricker Brook watershed. The buffer lines around the wetlands have been delineated
on the plans.

Thus, the primary concern regarding this proposal is the issue of runoff. Due to the impervious
nature of the construction (two to two and a half acres proposed impervious surface) the issue
of maintaining or mimicking the pre-development drainage after the build out is the key issue.

The proposed detention basin for the plan would have most all stormwater leave the site and
enter into the municipal stormwater drainage system. Based on the discussion during the field
visit and the nature of the existing drainage which feeds the headwater wetlands on site, it
would be encouraging to see a plan that allows the captured stormwater to re-enter the on
site wetlands system in such a way that it reflects the preconstruction condition. Currently, the
hillside appears to be the lead moisture source for the potential vernal pool and the larger
wetland system that flows from the property on the .69 abutting acres.



Since this is an educational facility and the opportunity exists to maintain nearly natural drainage
this option should be studied. The wetland system now handles the runoff, and this can be
closely replicated by use of a timed non-point release from the detention basin. The use of a
level spreader as the outfall from the basin, the consideration of roof drain infiltrators,
combinations of parking lot trench infiltrators with grit separator passing to level spreaders in
lieu of detention basins and various combinations thereof should be explored. The hydrology
of these wet areas is not completely understood and thus to minimize any impact to the
existing wetlands systems the goal of mimicking the existing drainage should be foremost in the
quest for the best possible use, least possible impact to the site. This will serve the double duty
of decreasing the burden of the stormwater system whatever the final construction plan may
be. ’

Reviewable, introductory information about infiltration trenches and level spreaders on the
Web are as follows:

Infittration trenches:

http://www.metrocouncil.org/environment/\Watershed/bmp/CH3 _ STInfilTrenches.pdf
Some introductory text with graphics about level spreaders:
http://www.lakemac.infohunt.nsw.gov.au/erosion/level s_spreader.htm

http://www.abe msstate.edu/csd/p-dm/all-chapters/chapter4/chapterd/levelsp.pdf



Soil Resources

Soils Descriptions

CrC - Chartton -Hollis fine sandy loams, very rocky, 3 to 15 percent slopes.

This complex consists of gently sloping and sloping, well-drained and somewhat excessively
drained soils on hills and ridges. They have an undulating topography marked with exposed
bedrock, a few drainageways, and a few small, wet depressions. Stones and boulders cover |
to 5 percent of the surface and exposed bedrock up to 10 percent of the surface. The
Chartton and Hollis soils are so intermingled on the landscape that it was not practical to
map them separately.

Typically, the Charlton soils have a surface layer of very dark brown fine sandy loam 3 inches
thick. The subsoil is strong brown and yellowish brown fine sandy loam 26 inches thick. The
substratum is light olive brown gravelly sandy loam to a depth of 60 inches or more.
Typically the Hollis soils have a surface layer of very dark grayish brown fine sandy loam 3
inches thick. The subsoil is dark yellowish brown fine sandy loam that extends to bedrock at
a depth of 17 inches.

Included with this complex are small areas of well drained Paxton soils, moderately well
drained Sutton soils, poorly drained Leicester soils, and very poorly drained Adrian soils.
Also included are small areas of soils with bedrock at a depth of 20 to 40 inches. These
Charlton and Hollis soils have moderate or moderately rapid permeability. Runoff is medium
to rapid.

This complex has fair to poor potential for community development. The Charlton soil has
fair potential for community development. It is limited mainly by the steepness of slopes and
stoniness. The Hollis soil has poor potential for community development. It is limited mainly
by the bedrock at a depth of 10 to 20 inches. Very careful planning, site location, design, and
installation are necessary to insure that onsite waste disposal systems function satisfactorily.
During construction of community developments, conservation measures such as
temporary vegetation and siltation basins are frequently needed to prevent excessive
runoff, erosion, and siltation.

Woodbridge - WxA - fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes.

This nearly level, moderately well drained soil is on the top of drumlins and in slight
depressions on hills and ridges on glacial uplands. Included in this soil in mapping are small
intermingled areas, generally less than | acre in size, of well drained Paxton soils, moderately
well drained Sutton soils, and poorly drained Ridgebury soils. Included areas make up 5 to 15
percent of this map unit. Permeability is moderate in the surface layer and subsoil and slow
in the substratum. Runoff is slow.

This soil has fair potential for community development. It is limited mainly by the seasonal
high water table and by the slowly permeable substratum. Because of the seasonal high
water table, excavations are inundated. When the soil is saturated, steep slopes of



excavations are not stable and tend to slump. Waste disposal systems, such as an onsite
septic system, will not function satisfactorily with only normal design and installation because
of the seasonal high water table and the slowly permeable substratum Very careful and
often costly design and installation are required to insure a satisfactory system. During
construction of community developments, conservation measures are needed to prevent
excessive runoff, erosion, and siltation. Quickly establishing plant cover, mulching, and using
sittation basins and diversions help to control erosion and sedimentation during
construction.

This soil qualifies as Prime Farmland for the State of Connecticut.
Woodbridge -WzB - extremely stony fine sandy loam, 3 to 8% slopes.

Typically, this soil has a surface layer of very dark fine sandy loam 6 inches thick. The subsoil is
yellowish brown fine sandy loam 24 inches thick that is mottled in the lower part. The
substratum is firm and brittle, grayish brown, mottled fine sandy loam to a depth of 60
inches or more.

Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of well drained Paxton and Stockbridge
soils, moderately well drained Georgia and Sutton soils, and poorly drained Ridgebury soils.
Included areas make up about [5% of this map unit. This Woodbridge soil has a seasonal
high water table at a depth of about 20 inches from fall until late spring. The permeability of
the soil is moderate or moderately rapid in the surface layer and subsoil and slow or very
slow in the substratum. The hazard of erosion is moderate.

This soil has a fair potential for community development. The slow or very slow
permeability of the substratum, the seasonal high water table, and the stones and boulders
on the surface limit the soil for community development. This soil is fairly easy to excavate,
but in many areas it has stones and boulders below the surface as well as on the surface.
Because of the seasonal high water table, excavations are frequently inundated. Slopes of
excavations are unstable when wet, and lawns are soggy from autumn to spring. Waste
disposal systems, such as an onsite septic system, will generally not function with only normal
design and installation because of the seasonal high water table and the slowly permeable
substratum. Very careful and often costly design and installation are required to insure that
onsite septic systems function satisfactorily. Particular attention needs

to be given to insure that effluent does not seep to the surface down slope from the
system.

The Woodbridge soils were not identified in the reference soils report. They are of
particular concern due to the siting of the proposed septic system and crucial to the
systems ultimate performance.
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Wetland soils
Rn -Ridgebury, Leicester, and Whitman extremely stony fine sandy loams.

This unit consists of poorly drained and very poorly drained soils in depressions and
drainageways on uplands and in valleys. Stones and boulders cover 5 to 35 percent of the
surface. Slopes range from O to 8 percent but are dominantly less than 3 percent.

The mapped acreage of this unit is about 35 percent Ridgebury soils, 30 percent Leicester
soils, 20 percent Whitman soils, and |15 percent other soils. The soils were mapped
together because they have no major differences in use and management. Some areas of
this unit contain only one of the major soils, and some contain two or three.

The major soils in this unit have a seasonal high water table at or near the surface from fall
through spring. The permeability of the Ridgebury and Whitman soils is moderate or
moderately rapid in the surface layer and subsoil and slow or very slow in the substratum.
The permeability of the Leicester soils is moderate or moderately rapid throughout. Runoff
is slow on all three, and water is ponded on the surface of some areas of the Whitman soils.
The soils of this unit have poor potential for community development. They are limited
mainly by their seasonal high water table and stoniness. Quickly establishing plant cover and
using siltation basins help to control erosion and sedimentation during construction.

The Ridgebury and Whitman soils are also limited by a slowly permeable substratum. These
soils are difficult to excavate because of the high water table and stoniness. These soils have
poor potential for building foundations and basements because footings are placed below
the depth of the high water table. Because of the high water table much of the year and
because of the slowly permeable substratum in the Ridgebury and Whitman soils, waste
disposal systems, such as septic tank absorption fields, do not function satisfactorily

without very unusual and costly design and installation. Even if carefully designed, they often
have a high failure rate.

Typically, the Ridgebury soils have a surface layer of very dark grayish brown fine sandy loam
4 inches thick. The subsoil is brown and light brownish gray, mottled fine sandy loam 14
inches thick. The substratum is grayish brown and dark yellowish brown, mottled fine sandy
loam to a depth of 60 inches or more.

Typically, the Whitman soils have a surface layer of very dark gray fine sandy loam 8 inches
thick. The subsoil is 16 inches thick. The upper 10 inches is dark grayish brown gravelly fine
sandy loam. The lower 6 inches is grayish brown, mottled fine sandy loam. The substratum is
very firm, grayish brown, mottled gravelly fine sandy loam to a depth of 60 inches or more.

Included with this unit in mapping are small areas of moderately well drained Woodbridge
and Sutton soils and very poorly drained Adrian and Scarboro soils. Also included are small
areas where stones and boulders cover less than 5 percent of the surface or more than 35
percent and small areas that have slopes of more than 8 percent.

The high water table, ponding, and the stones and boulders on the surface limit these soils
for community development. Onsite septic systems require extensive filling and special
design and installation because of the high water table. Excavations are commonly filled with
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water, and many areas do not have suitable drainage outlets. Quickly establishing plant cover
and using siltation basins help to control erosion and sedimentation during construction.

Siting Concerns

Drainage

In the northemn area of the property, the proposed area of the septic system and the
recreational fields, ground water recharge can be affected by the large relatively impervious
surface of the proposed playing fields. Both surface and ground water recharge to the
wetland areas must be considered to maintain the integrity of the wetland soils. Increasing
the discharge rate could not only contribute to flooding offsite but also could be adverse
to the moderating effect of ground water recharge during periods of low precipitation,
impacting wetland function and natural vegetation and wildlife.

The soils and surface geology on this site describe a surface and ground water system that is
varied and complex. In order to support the natural areas, both on and off site, this
complex system must be considered when designing drainage systems. Storm water
controls must disperse water as much as possible, not concentrate flows, in order to
duplicate as closely as possible the current condition of perched water tables, seeps and
surface ponding.

® [tis recommended that all runoff be retained on site and that discharge from
engineered detention basins is utilized to maintain the hydrologic regime and support
natural conditions of perched water tables, seeps and surface runoff.

e Surface runoff from the playing field area should be retained for maximum infittration. A
vegetated swale could be constructed along the east-northeast edge of the fields.

® Post construction runoff volumes to the two respective watershed sub basins should
remain proportionally the same.

Discharge from the detention basin should duplicate the diffuse surface and near surface
flows, as now exist, as closely as possible. There are at least two considerations for
closely maintaining the existing hydrologic regime upslope of the wetlands.

e Maintain low-flow discharge.

e Maintain the existing dispersed surface and sub-surface flows.

One possibility for accomplishing this is outlined in “The Town of Fairfield, Staff Review
and Recommendation IWPA No. 2001-022" (Page 6). It is suggested that “The
stonewall separating the school detention basin from the southeasterly wetlands could
be modified to provide a level-lip spreader function along the wall to maintain water
flow to the wetlands and thereby eliminate the storm sewer to Hombeam Road".
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The removal of the water from the proposed engineered basin east of the school
building via a 12" (‘or 15" ?) rcp to the Hombeam road r.o.w. would:

e Diminish recharge from the surface and ground water regime upslope of the
wetland area by removing water offsite.

e Disrupt the continuity of the woodlands that connect the wetland areas from
the southeast and the wetland areas of the northeast. Obligate vernal pool
species have been identified, which require contiguous, uninterrupted upland
areas for species viability.

e The net loss of runoff to the wetlands could change the long-term moisture
conditions of the wetland soils and consequently affect the existing plant and
animal communities.

Areas around the westerly wetland tend to retain moisture at or near the surface.
Minimizing the disruption of the existing soils and vegetation would help maintain existing
hydrologic conditions. Maximizing the distance between the proposed driveway and the
wetland area, for example, would create more room for a runoff detention swale that
could run parallel to the proposed driveway. This would further support a contiguous
woodland area by eliminating the need for the proposed swale along the west -northwest
property line.

Site Data

The “Site Survey, Burr Street, Fairfield Connecticut” September 6, 2001; HRP Associates, a-
2 Survey, indicates the Hombeam Road Right of Way approximately 35 feet northward of
the Hornbeam Road Right of Way location indicated on SP-1 of the same survey, labeled
“Site Plan” This is significant because the Site Plan sheet shows the location of the
proposed storm sewer line and based on the A-2 survey, the line's proposed location is
through the adjacent flagged wetland.

The site plan map L-101 indicates “existing vegetation” to remain easterly of the proposed
playing fields at its minimum to be 140 wide from the easterly property line. The “Habitat
Enhancement Plan”, L-102, indicates the minimum “Existing Woods to Remain” easterly of
the proposed playing fields as approximately 80 feet wide.



Site Location and Soil Survey Map

Burr Street School Fairfield

Figure 2

Soil Survey Map
Not to Scale
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stormwater Permitting

Since the site construction involves the disturbance of over five acres, Connecticut's General
Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters (“the permit”) will cover
the project. The permit requires that the site register with the Department of Environmental
Protection (CTDEP) at least 30 days before the start of construction. The registrant must also
prepare, submit and keep on site during the construction project a Stormwater Pollution
Control Plan (“the Plan”).

Due to the size and potential impacts on natural resources of this project, the Department
recommends that the plan be submitted 180 days prior to the start construction. If the
Department finds that the Plan is inadequate, Connecticut General Statutes Section 22a-430b
and general permit Section 7(c) allow the Commissioner to require an individual permit, a
process that could delay approval of the project for several months. In order to prevent this
and to ensure adequate review time, the Department has requested early submittal of the Plan.

Please note that while this review is based primarily on the permit, many of the erosion and
sedimentation issues are included in the Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment
Control "the guidelines”), and are issues that must be dealt with on a local level before being
included in the Plan. It appears that Fairfield's Inland Wetland Commission has provided detailed
comments with respect to this project. It should also be noted that the permit requires
compliance with the guidelines. The developer must register for the permit, and the contractor
and any subcontractors involved in grading must sign the contractor certification statement in
the permit. Any registration submitted by anyone other than the developer will be rejected.

Sedimentation and erosion controls must be designed and installed in accordance with the
guidelines. Silt fence installation must comply with the guidelines, and may be used only in
drainage areas of one acre or less. At a minimum, for discharge points that serve an area with
between 2 and 5 disturbed acres at one time, a sediment basin, sediment trap, or other control
as may be defined in the guidelines for such drainage area, designed in accordance with the
guidelines, shall be designed and installed. Any areas are discharge points that serve an area
greater than 5 acres must have a sediment basin. The basin must be designed in accordance
with the guidelines and provide a minimum of |34 cubic yards of water storage per acre
drained.

The Plan must include a site map as described in Section 6(b)(6)(A) of the General Permit and
a copy of the erosion and sedimentation (E & S) control plan for the site. The E & S plan that
has been approved by the Town in conjunction with the CTDEP Inland Water Resources
Division (IWRD) and the local Soil and Water Conservation District may be included in the
Plan. This plan and site map must include specifics on controls that will be used during each
phase of construction. Specific site maps and controls must be described in the Plan, as well as
construction details for each control used. The permit requires that “the plan shall ensure and
demonstrate compliance with” the guidelines.

Due to the amount of soil disturbance, one of the best ways to minimize erosion potential is
to phase construction in order to minimize unstable areas. The Plan must be flexible to account
for adjustment of controls as necessary to meet field conditions. It should include contingencies
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in case the proposed erosion controls measures are not adequate to meet field conditions. At
a minimum, the plan must include interior controls appropriate to different phases of
construction.

This project has many regulated areas, wetlands and watercourses that must be protected,
which makes weekly inspections and modifications to erosion control an important part of this
project. The permit (Section 6(b)(6)(D)) requires inspections of all areas at least once every
seven calendar days and after every storm of 0.1 inches or greater. The Plan must also allow for
the inspector to require additional control measures if the inspection finds them necessary, and
should note the qualifications of personnel doing the inspections. In addition, the Plan must
include monthly inspections of stabilized areas for at least three months following stabilization
and the end of construction. Due to the scope and potential wetland and stream impacts of
this project, there must be someone available to design and adjust E&S controls for changing
site conditions, who has the authority and resources to ensure that such necessary changes are
implemented. Due to the size of the project, the Department during construction may require
a full time erosion and sediment control inspector, approved by the Department.

Section 6(b)(6)(C)(ii) of the permit requires the Plan to address dewatering wastewaters that
this site may generate. Specific details for construction control during installation of all wetland
crossings must be provided.

Particular attention must be paid to the intermittent watercourse on the east side of Burr

Street, the confirmed vernal pool adjacent to the Hoffman property, and any identified wetland
areas.

Post-construction Stormwater Treatment

The permit (Section 6(b)(6)(C)(iii)) requires that the Plan include a design for post-
construction stormwater treatment of 80% of total suspended solids from the completed site.
In order to comply with this requirement, the Department recommends incorporating swirl
concentrator technology.

Although, swirl concentrators are effective at removing sediment, they require a long-term
maintenance commitment from the town than that required for a basin once it is fully grown-in
and stabilized. If an in-ground, “black-box" solution is used, swirl-concentrator technology is a
minimum requirement. Special attention with respect to post-construction stormwater
treatment because of the use of pesticides and fertilizers by the athletic fields will be needed. A
turf management plan will be needed to ensure proper attention to pollutants caused by runoff
from the fields. Some newer generation swirl concentrators also incorporate filtration systems
to address other pollutant issues, but these also require long-term maintenance plans.

Erosion and Sediment Control Notes

General permit stabilization requirements include the following: “where construction activities
have permanently ceased or have temporarily been suspended for more than seven days or
where final grades are reached in any portion of the site, stabilization practices shall be
implemented within three days". Areas that remain disturbed but inactive for at least thirty days
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shall receive temporary seeding in accordance with the guidelines. In all cases, stabilization
measures shall be implemented as soon as possible in accordance with the guidelines.

Other Issues

The town should be aware that regardless of the storm event size, they would be responsible
for remediation of any impacts. Special attention should be taken to evaluate the effects of any
storm on any receiving water bodies.

Since the groundwater table is high, care should be taken during designing and placement of
sedimentation basins to ensure full storage capacity of basins.

Construction of athletic fields may cause a significant amount runoff and potential erosion of
downhill slope. The build up of runoff could cause erosion and potential sedimentation into
regulated areas. Adequate stabilization of slopes and phasing of the project should take into
account these areas.

This report addresses some of the major issues conceming the project and does not constitute
a complete review of the Plans for permitting purposes.
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Sewage Disposal

The following is correspondence received 5/22/02 from the Connecticut Department of
Health. A copy of the Huntington Company, LLC letter and an earlier CT DOH letter
conceming the proposed on-site sewage disposal system may be found in the Appendix.

" STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

May 20, 2002

Eastern Connecticut and King’s Mark
Ms. Elaine Sych, ERT Coordinator
P.O. Box 70, 1066 Saybrook Road
Haddam, CT 06438

RE: Burr Street Elementary School, Fairfield, CT

Dear Ms. Sych:

Please note the attached letter dated May 15, 2002 from the Huntington Company, LLC regarding
utilizing a sanitary sewer system to provide sewage disposal for the Burr Street Elementary School in
Fairfield, CT. Since an on-site subsurface sewage disposal system is no longer proposed at the school, it
is no longer necessary that this office review this project.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Matthew Pawlik

Sanitary Engineer II
Environmental Engineering Section

cc: Walter H. Jobst Jr., PELS
The Huntington Company, LLC
1150 Post Road
Fairfield, CT 06430

Phone: (860) 509-7296
Telephone Device for the Deaf (860) 509-7191
. @ : 410 Capitol Avenue - MS # _51_-SEW
P.O. Box 340308 Hartford, CT 06134
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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The Natural Diversity Data Base

The Natural Diversity Data Base maps and files regarding the project area have been
reviewed. According to our information, there are no known extant populations of
Federal or State Endangered, Threatened or Special Concemn Species that occur at the site
in question. Our records indicate that a state species of special concem, the Piedmont
Groundwater Amphipod (Stygobromus tenuis tenuis), an amphipod - has been
documented in the vicinity of this project.

This amphipod (Stygobromus tenuis tenuis) favors groundwater, wells, and springs
(troglobitic). A map of the project site was not reviewed to compare locations, however,
the record is in a seep which leads to a hidden pond. If favored habitats like these are going
to be affected by this project than the Piedmont Groundwater Amphipod will be affected.

Natural Diversity Data Base information includes all information regarding critical biological
resources available to us at the time of the request. This information is a compilation of
data collected over the years by the Natural Resources Center's Geological and Natural
History Survey and cooperating units of DEP, private conservation groups and the scientific
community. This information is not necessarily the result of comprehensive or site specific
field investigations. Consultations with the Data Base should not be substitutes for on-site
surveys required for environmental assessments. Current research projects and new
contributors continue to identify additional populations of species and locations of habitats
of concern, as well as, enhance existing data. Such new information is incorporated into the
Data Base as it becomes available.

Also be advised that this is a preliminary review and not a final determination. A more
detailed review may be conducted as part of any subsequent environmental permit
applications submitted to DEP for the proposed site.
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Wildlife Resource Reviewy

Introduction

This section will focus on potential wildlife impacts for the proposed development and
recommendations for reducing wildlife resource impacts for the proposed Burr Street
Elementary School, Fairfield, CT.

Wildlife Observations/Site Inspection

The following wildlife were observed during the site visit either directly* or indirectly by
identifying calls, tracks, scat or other sign: *whitetailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), raccoon
(Procyon lotor), *gray squirrel (Sciurus caroliniana), woodchuck (Marmota monax), *American
crow (Corvus brachyrynchos), *blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), *American robin (Turdus
americana), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), *black-
capped chickadee (Parus atricapillus), *tufted titmouse (Parus bicolor), *hairy woodpecker
(Picoides villosus), *red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), *redback salamander
(Plethodon cinereus), and eastern garter snake (Thamnophis s. sirtalis). Evidence of deer
browsing, deer tracks and deer trails was abundant throughout the property. Skeletal remnants
of a young of the year male deer was found on the site walk. It was too decomposed to
ascertain its cause of death. It may have been a vehicle strike given its distance from a road. A
more detailed review of the property during the four seasons of the year would, undoubtedly,
reveal additional wildlife use of the property.

Wildlife Habitat Condition

This 15.75 acre property provides habitat for a variety of forest-dwelling wildlife species for all
or some of their life requirements. A small hardwood forest such as this can provide habitat for
a variety of generalist wildlife species. Smaller and fragmented forest (less than 50 acres) tend to
have more adaptable wildlife species during the nesting seasons. This site inspection was done in
March before most of the migratory birds return to Connecticut when it is possible to find a
variety of migrating birds using these smaller forests as stopover habitat. It is possible that some
forest interior bird species may use some of the property to meet some of their habitat
requirements in conjunction with adjoining wooded parcels. A small forest such as this is likely to
experience high nest predation and parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater).
Mammals that are likely to inhabit this small forest include the more adaptable species such as
deer, raccoon, skunk, eastern coyote, red fox, woodchuck and gray squirrel. Reptile and
amphibian use of this small forest is relatively unknown. Current amphibian surveys being
conducted by Michael Klemens may reveal use of vernal pools and wetlands by amphibians
(note: a spotted salamander (Ambystoma maculatum) was found in a vernal pool on the
property Spring of 2002, Elaine Sych, personal communication). Use of the property by land
turtles such as state listed Eastern Box Turtle (Terrapene c. carolina) may be possible (Michael
Klemens, personal communication on March 28, 2002). Moderate to heavy browsing of the
understory plants is occurring from deer browsing which may lead to a decline in seedling
recruitment of overstory trees, plant diversity and vertical structure of the forest.
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Non-native Invasives

Noted on the site walk were the following non-natives: winged euonymus (Euonymus alatus),
privet (Ligustrum spp.), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), wineberry (Rubus
phoenicolasius), Oriental bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus), Japanese barberry (Berberis
thunbergii) and garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata). These non-native invasives are introduced
species which displace native species by usurping nutrients and sunlight of the location.

Wildlife Impact - Creation of a School, Parking Lot, Septic Field and Other Structures - Forest
Fragmentation and Shrinking Forest Size

Forest fragmentation and shrinking forest sizes due to human development are considered
major wildlife conservation issues in the northeastem United States (Whitcomb et al. 1981,
Asking et al. 1987). This impact is best described or understood from a landscape-level
perspective. As more forestland is removed, remaining forest become smaller and further
fragmented. As forest and habitat sizes shrink, they are less viable as breeding places for interior
forest birds and an increase in predation and parasitism of nest occurs (Blake and Karr 1985).
Conversion of forestland to buildings, pavement and mowed grass field will benefit generalist
species such as American robins, crows, bluejays, cardinals, and invasive bird species such as
house sparrows and European starlings.

Discussion

Connecticut is a densely settled state and its land base is subdivided into smaller and smaller
parcels each year. With over 80 percent of the land in Connecticut privately owned, land that is
in public ownership has the possibility of the application of long-range conservation measures.
Private land, on the other hand, is subject to the variety of development pressures and changes
which makes managing and conserving them as habitat less likely. Long range conservation
planning is difficuft due to the changing ownership and development pressures. Property in the
public domain, be it federal, state or municipal, has the opportunity for long term habitat
management and conservation. This town-owned property has the opportunity to be managed
long term. The decision to develop this property as a school or managed as open space will
affect the future conditions for wildlife. The proposed development will alter and fragment
15.75 forested acres. Fairfield’s land base is about 19,431 acres and approximately 32 percent is
forested (DEP Land Use Statistics using Geographic Information Systems, [996). Connecticut,
overall, is approximately 59 percent forested.

Sewered Land versus Non-sewered Land

Given that this property is not sewered, it will require a septic field and reserve area. The need
for a septic field area requires more forested area to be removed than if a sewered property
was utilized. Are there any altemative properties available for development that are sewered?

Effect of Urbanization to Herptiles

Modification of natural habitat is the major factor that effects reptiles and amphibians. As
landscapes continue to be developed, natural cover, breeding sites, travel corridors,
microhabitats such as seeps and hibernation areas get degraded or lost through filling, grading,
or dewatering through site engineering modifications.
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Landscaping and Plantings for Schoolyards

In reviewing the planting plans for the site, it is commendable that no non-native invasives were
proposed and mostly native species are on the planting list (see Appendix for non-native
invasives plant list for Connecticut). The proposed plants will provide wildlife habitat value and a
possible learning exhibit for students, teachers, faculty and parents. The Team wildlife biologist
would recommend the following plants for the purposes of their butterfly values: Hackberry
(Celtis occidentalis) and Butterfly Weed (Aesclepias tuberosa).

Concluding Remarks

This 15.75 acre forested property provides wildlife habitat in a rapidly urbanizing section of
Connecticut. This publicly owned property provides habitat for wildlife especially many of the
generalist species. Although it may not have the size requirements to make it an important
interior forest habitat, it provides some wildlife with most or part of their life requirements for
habitat. The site's value to amphibians is currently being studied. A vernal pool study is being
conducted by the applicant's consultant and its findings are still preliminary. Wildlife habitat in
the Fairfield area that is |5 acres or larger is mostly in private ownership, which makes this
publicly owned parcel unique and valuable as a natural habitat. The future of wildlife habitat will
depend on the actions taken by private landowners but, in this case, a public entity - the Town
of Fairfield. Are there more feasible and prudent alternatives for this publicly owned parcel?
From a wildlife conservation perspective, there are more feasible and prudent altematives. If the
town decides to develop this land for a school, the Team wildlife biologist is available for further
consultation for nature trail development or habitat enhancement recommendations.
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Archaeological/Historical Review

A review of the State of Connecticut Archaeological Site files and maps shows no known
archaeological site in the project area. In addition, field review indicates that topographical and
environmental features of the project area suggest only a moderate sensitivity toward
undiscovered archaeological resources. Nonetheless, the property is located in an historic
section of Fairfield, and, does contain the ruins of a bam feature. The bam appears to be late
|9th/early 20th century, and, may not be historically significant. In addition, the site is situated in
the southwest corner of the property and within the established buffers from Burr Street and
the south property boundary.

Nonetheless, the Office of State Archaeology (OSA) has the following recommendation. The
barn area should be left intact by avoidance and burial. The OSA recommends that fill be placed
over the site to bury the stone and cement features not more than a foot below surface. This
avoidance and burial procedure will save the site, yet, ensure that elementary school children
do not hurt themselves on the broken glass and rusted metal fragments associated with the
bam. In addition, the site will be available for future educational opportunities whenever
teachers decide to use the bam as an outdoor history laboratory. The barn would make a
good teaching site because the students can learn archaeological field techniques while not
impacting an earlier colonial site.

Historic usage of the property appears to have been fields for pasturing and other farming
activities. The project area does contain farming debris, primarily equipment parts and dumps, all
of which appear to be of early 20th-century origin. In addition, it is suggested that the property
has a low-to-moderate sensitivity for disturbing undiscovered prehistoric archaeological sites.

The Office of State Archaeology recommends that the barn feature in the southwest corner
of the property be avoided and secured for possible future use as an educational outdoor
laboratory for students by burial of clean fill only to a depth of a foot of soil.
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The Huntington Company, LLC

A member of the SB Group of Companies. 1150 Post Road « Fairfield, CT 06430
203 259 1091 e fax 203 255 9192
e-mail: huntllc@spath-bjorklund.com

May 15, 2002

Mr. Matthew Pawlic

410 Capital Avenue MS#51SEW
P.O. Box 340308

Hartford, CT 06134-0308

Re: Burr Street Elementary School
Burr Street
Fairfield, Conn.

Dear Matt;

Please be informed that the concept of installing a septic system for the above
mentioned project has been abandoned in favor of the installation of a sanitary sewer

system for the project.
If you have any questions please contact our office.
Very truly yours,

The Huntington Company K\.C

Walter H. Jobst Jr.

CIVIL ENGINEERS LAND USE PLANNING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS LAND SURVEYORS

Spath-Bjorklund Associates, Inc. www.Spath-Bjorklund.com Stuart Somers Company, LLC
593 Main Street, P.O. Box 324 - Monroe, CT 06468 1211 Main Street South « Southbury, CT 06488
203 268 5216 + 800 246 7113 « fax 203 268 9492 203 264 8511 « fax 203 264 8508

e-mail: spath-bjorklund.com e-mail: somerscollc@aol.com



STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

March 26, 2002
Arthur J. Leffert, Director of Health -
Fairfield Health Department " "7
Sullivan Independence Hall ‘ a0 v - v
725 Old Post Road )
Fairfield, CT 06430 g A ﬂ g @

RE: BURR STREET ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, FAIRFIELD, CT

Dear Arthur:

As you know, you submitted plans to our office for review back in December for proposed development of
the Burr Street Elementary School located on Burr Street just North of the Merit Parkway. Plans were
prepared by the Huntington Company and submitted to our office for review pursuant to Section 19-13-
B103d ( ¢ ) of the Public Health Code. On December 26, I contacted Walter Jobst of the Huntington
Company to discuss several comments with respect to the preliminary design plan. Of major concern was
the hydraulic potential for this site to handle projected sewage flows.

After review of the water data provided, it was agreed that the basis of design could be reduce to five or six
gallons per pupil providing a 1.5 safety factor was employed. Secondly, it was critical Mr. Jobst
demonstrate how they proposed leaching area could disperse the estimated design flow. Because of the
significant reduction in design flow, it is important a hydraulic analysis be performed to confirm suitability.
Other minor technical items included the need for more percolation tests in the primary and reserve areas,
the use of a 3000 gallon septic tank followed by a 1500 gallon septic tank in series, specification of an
outlet filter, inclusion of specifications for fill material, specification of pipes to be used, location of the -
proposed water service line and the seal and signature of the design engineer.

With some small systems, we have allowed the consideration for separation of leaching system components
more than 50 feet apart to double the potential MLSS calculations. However, on a project as importantasa
public school, it is critical that we be assured the soils will not be over loaded in the proposed primary and
reserve leaching areas. For that reason, it was recommended Mr. Jobst consider the widest application of
leaching system possible and the providing of hydraulic analysis to assure the soil will not become over
saturated.

To date, we have not received any additional information or response from the Huntington Company. As
you know, I will be leaving state service on April 1, 2002 and request that you forward any additional
information concerning this project to Robert Scully or Matthew Pawlik for their continued involvement
with the final review and response. If you have nay questions or would like to further discuss this matter
please contact them.

Very truly yours

Frank A. Schaub
Supervising Sanitary Engineer
Environmental Engineering Section

FAS/jm
c: John McMahon, RS
Walter Jobst, Huntington Company,
Elaine Sych, Eastern CT f‘i
Robert W. Scully, PE
' Phone: 60 509 7296
Telephone Device for the Deaf (860) 509-7191
410 Capitol Avenue - MS # _5] SELJ
P.O. Box 340308 Hartford, CT 06134
An Equal Opportunity Emplover
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ABOUT THE TEAM

The King's Mark Environmental Review Team (ERT) is a group of environmental professionals
drawn together from a variety of federal, state and regional agencies. Specialists on the Team include
geologists, biologists, soil scientists, foresters, climatologists and landscape architects, recreational specialists,
engineers and planners. The ERT operates with state funding under the aegis of the King's Mark Resource
Conservation and Development (RC&D) Area - an 83 town area serving western Connecticut.

As a public service activity, the Team is available to serve towns within the King's Mark RC&D Area
- free of charge

Purpose of the Environmental Review Team

The Environmental Review Team is available to assist towns in the review of sites proposed for
major land use activities or natural resource inventories for critical areas. For example, the ERT has been
involvedinthe review of a wide range of significant land use activities including subdivisions, sanitary landflls,
commercial and industrial developments and recreation/open space projects.

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 site and highlighting opportunities and limitations for the proposed land use.

Requesting an Environmental Review

Environmental reviews may be requested by the chief elected official of a municipality or the
chairman of an administrative agency such as planning and zoning, conservation or inland wetlands.
Environmental Review Request Forms are available at your local Soil and Water Conservation District and
through the King's Mark ERT Coordinator. This request form must include a summary of the proposed
project, a location map of the project site, written permission from the landowner/developer allowing the
Team to enter the property for the purposes of a review and a statement identifying the specific areas of
concern the Team members should investigate. When this request is reviewed by the local Soil and Water
Conservation District and approved by the King's Mark RC&D Executive Council, the Team will undertake
the review. At present, the ERT can undertake approximately two reviews per month depending on
scheduling and Team member availability.

For additional information regarding the Environmental Review Team, please contact the King's
Mark ERT Coordinator, Connecticut Environmental Review Team, P.O. Box 70, Haddam, CT 06438. The
telephone number is 860-345-3977.



