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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW TEAM REPORT
ON
OXFORD FELLS
MADISON, CONNECTICUT -

vI.  INTRODUCTION

~+ The Madison Planning and Zoning Commission is presently considering a re-
guest for a zone regulation change to allow, via a special exception permit,
the ‘construction of 10 homes on + 25 acres of land in the south central portion
off town. The proposed proiesct is known as Oxford Fells.

The subject property iz located east of Island Avenue, west of Cedaxr Ave-
nue and between approximately 200 and 3,000 feet of the shoreline, The land is
mostly wooded and charactevized by extensive wetlands. The topography through-
out most of the site is nearly flat although the northeast and northwest corners
of the property contain steeply sloping bedrock knobs, F¢gure 1 shows the loca-
tion and topography of the Oxford Fells property.

The proposed project would create ten homesites in the northern half of the
8ité. The homesites would be served by an interior road constructed off Island
Avenue. Although none of the building sites will encroach onte wetland areas
faceording to project plans and a detailed soils mapping of the property), several
‘roag and driveway crossings of inland wetlands and water courses are proposed (see
Figure 2). Tach of the proposed homesites would be served by individual subsur-
face sewage disposal systems. Domestic water supply would be provided by tapplng
a public water main locatad along Island Avenue, .

The Planning and Zoning ‘Commission from the Town of Madison requested the

assitance of the King's Mark Environmental Review Team to help the town in analyz~

ing the proposed development. Specifically, the Team was asked to assess the ime .
pact of the project on wetlands and drainage, to discuss the suitability of the
area for subsurface sewage disposal, and to comment on the general abkility of the
subject area to support the intended development.

_ The ERT met and field reviewed the site on Februvary 7, 1980. Team members
for. this review conslated of the following:

Frank Indorf .....District Conservatiorist.,....U.$.D,A, Soil Conservation Service
Phil Mcreschi ....Civil Engineer.....,.........State Dept. of Environmental Protection '
Hyrin C'Hare ......Environmental Planner .......Regiénal Planning Agency of South
Central Connecticut
Rohert Rocks ..)...Forester «..vv-... PR tes+ .. State Dept. of Environmental Protectlon
Ron Roz8a ...v... Beologlst covveeedianians +a. State Dept. of Environmental Protection
Stéphen Sasala ... Transportation Planner ...... Regional Planning Agency of South
s o Central Connecticut
Ron Skomro ....... Sanitarian «....ovounon.n ... State Department of Health
“ Mike Zizka ....... Geohydrologist «cvvevne...... State Dept. of Environmental Protection
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FIGURE 2. |
SIMPLIFIED SITE PLAN "

[}
*‘ADAPTED FROM DEVELOPERS '
SITE PLAN OF {2/14/79 !
|
i
' |
) _
: !
EXPLANATION :

CE] BUILDING SITE LIMITS

wa SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
AREA

w o= EXISTING WATERCOURSES
m====== PROPOSED ROADS
EXISTING ROADS

e EMERGENCY ACCESS

RV ST

“3AY

l

TEDAR LN (privatel |

5

»
=
m

FARK. BVEL

guLL ROCE BB

SCALE: 1" = 500

) , /8 1/4 mile




Prior to the review day, each team member was provided with a summary of
the proposed project, a checklist of concerns to address, a detailed soil
survey map, a soils limitation chart, a topographic map, and a gimplified site
plan of the development proposal. Following the field review,individual reports
were prepared by each team member and forwarded to the ERT Coordinator for com-
pilation and editing into this final report. _ '

This report pregsents the team's findings and recommendaticens., It is im~
portant to understand that the IRT is not in competition with private consult-
ants, and hence does not perform design work or provide detailed solutiong to
developiment problems. Nor does the team recommend what ultimate action should
ke . taken on a proposed project. The IERT concept provides for the presentation
of natural resources information and preliminary development considerations—-
all- conclusions and final decisions rest with the town and developer. 1t is
hoped *~he information contained in this report will assist the Town of Madison
and the landowner/developer in making environmentally sound decisions.
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Tf any additional information is required, please contact Richard Lynn,
(868-7342), Environmental Review Team Coordinator, King's Mark RC&D Area,
P. 0. Box 30, Warren, Connecticut 05754,
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IT.

SUMMARY

A detailed soils mapping of the Oxford Fells property, conducted by a goils
sclentist for the developers, was confirmed by the ERT to be reasonably ac
curate. Inland wetland soils occupy about 30% of the sgite and scils with

a seasonally high water table occupy an additional 50% of the site, Accord- '
ing to U.5.D.A, Soil Conservation Service criteria, nearly all of the Oxford
Fells site has fair to poor potential for residential development. Although
the limitations of the site do not preclude development, they do indicate

«that careful site planning 18 reguired and that costly measures will probably

be regquired to overcome the natural hazards.

In general, the proposed project avoids wetland soils which is a positive
attribute of the plan. The proposed road and driveway crecssings, 1f properly
designed and consitructed, should not adversely affect wetland functions.

Most of the proposed road and homesite construction would occur on Ninigret
goilsg. These solls have a seasonally high water table. To avoid frost act-
ion and potential water problems, construction on these soils will require
filling and/or subsurface drainage megsures to further separate the water
table from the land surface.

Present water guality in surface waters on site appears good. The proposed
development can bhe expected to degrade surface waters somewhat, but this is
nof expeuted to be gignificant if efforts are made durlng construction to
minimize ercsion and Sedlmentatlon

: Septic systems for buildings Nos. 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, and 10 are proposed to be

located within Ninigret soils. Septic Systems for buildings Nos. 6 and 7
are proposed within Hollis-Charlton seils. While it is possible to install
gseptic systems in thege soil types which function adeguately, the soils in
their natural condition present severe limitations for subsurface sewage
disposal. It is therefore, necessary to carefully engineer all septic
eystems located in these soils. Septic systems proposed for lots 4 and 5
are Jocated in Agawam soils which have good potgntial for subsurface sewage
disposal. : '

Several apparent discrepancies or numerical errors were noted by the ERT in
a brief study of two engineering reports prepared on the two alternative
dralnage schemes (i.e. the Park Avenue cenduit or the zero additional run-
Off alternative).  The ERT believes that the discrepancies do not appear Lo
be serious enough to affect the Vldbl]ltj of either proposed drainage plan.
However, since the result of the apparent 1ncons;sren01es is to cause peak
Teports, it is urged that these points (1dent1f1ed i text) be corrected or
explained.

The property may be divided into three vegetation stands. Thege stands in=-
clude a hardwood swamp and two ages of mixed hardwoods. No rare or unusual
vegetation types were found on the property, however the dormant nature of
the vegetation during the time of the ERT's field review precluded a therough
investigation into this matter. The construction assoclated with this develop-
ment will obviously destroy the vegetation at the home, road and septic sys—
tem sites. Significant portions of the site do contain large, healthy trees
however, and these should be preserved where possible. Vegetalion growth
potential is excellent in the mixed hardwood portions of this property, but
poor in the hardwood swamp. Windthrow ig a potential hazard in the hardwood
Swamp . -5 -




' The southern portion of the Oxford Fells tract is located within the coastal
boundary as defined by the Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CMA). De-
pending upon.the ultimate location of the stormwater drainage systenm, it
appears the Oxford Fells proposal may be subject to the requirements of

the CMA. Under this Act, a coastal site plan of the project must be prepared
by the developer. and reviewed by the town to fully evaluate the impact of *
the project on coastal resources. Coastal site plan requirements and policies
are described in the text of this report. Also included is a brief discuss-—
ion of how coastal resources may be adversely affected by the proposed project.

The proposed project is generally consistent with state, regional and town
plans. The traffic generated by this project would not have a significant
impact on existing conditions.




IIT. GEOLOGY

The geology of the Oxford Fells property is relatively simple. Most of
the site consists of a flat-surfaced series of glacial outwash deposits. These
degosits were formed when meltwater from a wasting body of glacier ice dropped
part of its suspended load of rock particles. The numerous wet areas on the
‘8ite suggest that fine-grained materials predominate. Although no deep test
=pits for the site itself were made, records for test holes in another part of

- the same outwash plain showed mostly fine to medium sand. It may be presumed
‘that the outwash in the central part of the site is at least 40 feet thick.

Two bedrock controlled hillocks lie partly within the northernmost part of
the property. Bedrock is exposed in a few places on these hillocks; the rock
consists largely of a medium to coarse grained gneiss whose major mineral compon-
ents are quartz, plagioclase, and hornblende. BRiotite, garnet, and sphene are
minor constituents. The hillocks are thinly veneered with till in most places.
Till' is an unconsclidated glacial sediment containing rock fragments of widely
variable shapes and sizes. This sediment was accumulated and transported south-
ward by glacier ice and was redeposited directly from the ice without. further
transpgrt by meltwater. ® The thickness of the till is variable but it is probably
lesg than 10 feet at any given place on the site. Figure 3 shows the surficial
geology of the property. :

IV. S0ILS .

. According td the recently published. S8oil Survey of New Haven County (U.S.
D.A. B50il Conservation Service), most of the subject property is mapped as
Walpcle sandy loam, an inland wetland socil, The owners of the property had
the site remapped in more detall at a larger scale by Walter Gonnick, a retired-
§.C.8. soil scientist. This re-mapping indicates that considerable portions
of the site are not wetlands as previously described. The ERT's field review
confirmed that the re-mapping of the site gives a reascnably accurate repre-
gentation of the goils as they exist on the site.

“The Appendix of this report contains a map which shows the distribution
of solls on the property as determined by Mr. Gonnick. The Appendix also con-
tains a Scils Limitation Chart which identifies limitingfactors for various
land uses on the individual soil types, By comparing the Soils Map with the
‘Soiis Limitation Chart, one can determine the general suitability of the in—
dividual soil types for certain land uses.

As shown'in the Soils Map, the Oxford Fells property consists of three
principal soil types. A brief description of each of these soil types,and

theiy suitability for the proposed land use, is presented helow.

Walpole Sandy Loam (Map Symbol: Wa)

This is an inland wetland soil and covers approximately 30% of the site.
From late in fall until mid-spring, this soil has a water table at a depth of
about 8 inches. Permeability is moderately rapid in the surface layer and sub-
soil and rapid or very rapid in the substratum. The available water capacity
is moderate. Runcff is slow. This soil dries out and warms up slowly in the
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sprihg, Tt has a low shrink-swell potential. If the seil is not limed, it is
very, strongly acid through medium acid.

This soil has poor potential for community development. It is easy to ex-
cavate, but because of the high water table, excavations are inundated. Steep
slopes of excavations are not stable if the soll is saturated. This soil has
pooy, potential for waste dlsposal systems, such as an onsite septic systems,

. bhgcause of the water table. Septic systems can "flood" and thereby poliute the
gfoundfwater, In places, this soil is subject to ponding for several weeks dur-
"ing ‘the winter. Much attention needs to be given to properly designing and .con-
_eructlng foundations and basements in these soils to insure a stable foundation
and. prevent wet basements, This scoil is poorly suited to landscaping because of
its wetness.. During constructlon of communLLy developments, conservatJon measures
are needed te prevent excessmvu runoff -erosion and siltation. :

L The lncluded Nlnlgret and Ellington 50115 have greater potentlal for com-:
munlty development,. than- Lhe Walpole s0il because they do not ‘have.as high a
B seasonal water table. - The 1ncluded Raypol soils are poorly . suited to. community
. development because they have a water table at a depth. of - about 8 dnches’ from
'Qfall untll de“sprlng = : - :

: Nlnlgret flne sandy loam (map symbol Nn)

B

. This soil, whlch covers approximately 50% of the site, has a geasonal high .
‘;:water table at a depth of about 20 inches - from late in fall until mid-spring.
‘ﬂfPermeablllty is moderately rapld in the:surface 1ayer and subsoil and rapid in
'¥_the substratum.  This soil has a moderate available water capacity. . Runoff is
Vf_slow.f This Spll dries out and warms up rather slowly in spring. IL has a low : |
“shrink-swell potentlal Unless llmed thls s0il. ls very strongly acid through
‘ _’_medn.um acid. . :

? This soil has fair to poor potential for communi ty development. It is easy
) ﬁo éxbavate, howéver, the stegp slopes of excavations are unsgstable, Tt has poor
I:paLenL.al for waste disposal systems, such as septic. tank absorption fields, be-
- tiguse of the seasonal high water table. Waste from septic syslems may pollute
the qround water unless the systems are carefully englneered Foundationg and
basements need to be properly designed and constructed to insure a stable founda-
tion” and to prevent wet basements. This soll is well suited to landscaping.
_During periods of construction, conservation measures are needed to prevent ex-
-_céséive runcff, erosion, and siltation. '

‘The included Agawam soils, which occupy portions of the eastern and soufthern
‘ borders of the property, have greater potential for community development than
thlS Ninigret soil. The Raypol and Walpole soils are less suited to community
_devalopment because they are poorly drained and have a higher seasonal water
=table for a longer period.

Most of the proposed constructlon would take place in this soil type. As
thls goil is characterized by a seasonal high water table, it will bhe necessary
Lo 1nstall an extensive underground drainage system in order to reduce ground
water. levels and/or add substantlal gquantities of flll matcrial to the disturbed
land.




Charlton-Hollis and liollis~Charlton Complexes (Map Symbols: CrC, lpL}

These complexes consist of gently sloping to steep, well drained soils on
uplands. The land surface is rough with bedrock outecropping in places. In
most areas 3 to 25 percent of the surface is covered with stones and boulders.
The Chariton and Hollis soils are present in such a complex and intermingled
pattern in these soils that they could ncot be separafed in mapping. The typical
. Charlton soil has a dark brown fine sandy loam surface layer Z inches thick. The
subseoil i dark brown, yellowish brown, and light olive brown fine sandy loam
24 inches thick. The substratum, to a depth of 60 inches, is grayish brown,
gravelly fine sandy loam that has a few firm lenses up to 4 inches thick. The
typical Hollis soil has a very dark brown fine gandy loam surface layer 3 inches
thick. The subsoil is dark brown fine sandy loam 11 inches thick, and it over-
lies hard, unweathered schist bedrock. '

The Charlton soil has moderate or moderately rapid permeability. It has
a high available water capacity. Runoff is medium to rapid. This scil has a
low shrink-swell potential.  The Hollis soil has moderate or moderately rapid
perneability above the bedrock. It has a low available water capacity. Runoff
is medium to rapid. Both soils are very strongly acid through medium acid, if
they are not limed. : )

These complexes have falr to poor potential for community development. The
Charlton soil has failr potential for community development. It is mainly limited
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 inchgs. Excavations are often difficult on this soil complex because
of the shallowness to bedrock in many places. Very careful planning, site
location, design, and installation are necessary to insure that onsgite waste
disposal systems function satisfactorily.

The presence of these soll complexes on the Oxford Fells site is restricted
to the northern corners of the propexty. These areas provide a scenic and pic-
turesque setting for homesites; with careful planning, they may provide a
creative opportunity for home design.

During construction on these goils, conservation measures such as temporary
vegetation and siltatien basins are frequently needed to prevent excessive run-—
"off, erosion, -and siltation.

4

V. INTERIOR ROADS AND FOUNDATION DEVELOPMENT

The soils which will pose potential problems for road construction are the
Walpole sandy loam, Raynham silt locam and Ninigret fine sandy loam ({(see Soils
Map in Appendix). Walpole and Ninigret have a visibly high water table from
November to April while Rayham has such from November to May. Walpole and Rayn-
ham have a high potential for frost action with Ninigret having a moderate
potertial for frost action. Roadway construction is proposed through swaths
of these soil types at various locations. Proper preparation of road subgrades
by excavation of existing soil and backfilling with coarse crushed stone raising
the grade above the ground water table should suffice to prevent damaging frost
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actior, The solls all have suitable bearing capacity to withstand the force
of vehlcular traffic without significant subsidence over time. It will, of
course, -be necesgsary to install properly sized culverts wharover roads and drives

~crags [defined drainage channels.

oIE appears that building Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9 and 10 are proposed to be !

flobated within the Winigret s0il types. Frost action in addition to potential

water problems from the high ground water are concerns for the building founda-

‘tlpns.‘ ‘Again, problems should net develop if coarse backfill is used in these

soil a8 well as lnburlng LhaL the LoundaLlon slab ig above the maximum water
eleVatlcn. o :

: SEWAGE*DESPGSAL

The 50119 which will pose potential problems for septic systemn constructlon

' afe the NLnlgret fine sandy loam and the Hollisishallow to bedrock soils (see

&Glls Map in Appendix). - Hollis soils have bedrock at 10 = 20 inches depth and
occasgional ledge outcrops exist with this goil and were observed at various
loqatlons in the northeérn portions of the property. BSeptic systems for builld-
1ng Nos. Li 2, 3,8, 9, and 10 w1ll be located within Ninigret soils and those
Fop bulldlng Nos. 6 and 7 will ‘be- located within Hollis soils (unless a suitably
sized. pockeL of Charlton soil can be Found within the Charlton-~Hollis complex).
Septl@ systems will function adequately within these types of soils if constructed
properly. The primary conﬁlderatlons for successful system operation are proper

:ldentlflcaLlon of groundwater and bedrock llmltatlons,_and placement of enough

Sultable £fi1l to bring the leaching system to proper grade .according Lo the State
Health Code. There are also concerns for potentlal surface water pollutlan from

_'Saptlc ‘systems, @laced in close proximity to watercourses or waterbodieg . i Ground-
water . and bedrock limitations may be addressed by testing for these parameters

in atileast 10 locations within the proposed leaching field area during the wet

‘ perlod of the vear, preferably during the early spring. Attention should be'

paid fpisoil mottling which may indicate a higher maximum groundwater tablethan
actually exists during the particular year of testing. This vear in particular .
may exhlblt low groundwater elevations due to the lack of significant pr@hiplw'“
Latlon“ surface water contamination from leaching Ffield effluent shouldn't

ocour; w;th this project since adequate separating distances between leaching fields
and watercourses have been provided. (Note: town zoning regulations reguire a 50
foot setback from wetlands or watercourses.) Dilution and biological activity
should adequately renovate the effluent. Agawam and Ninigret soils do allow for
rapld percolatlon rates which could lead to groundwater pollution near the leach=
ing. fields. If development of an on-site water supply system is ever considered
on thlS property (not proposed at this time), shallow wells should be discouraged
due to the potential for pollution. :

; Due to the moderafe to severe limitations of most of the site for subsur-
fage‘sewage disposal, a professional engineer should be retained by the developer
to ‘outline site improvements and to develop detailed gewage disposal plans for
each;building site. It should be recegnized that a suitable reserve area must
be avallable for the expansion or repair of each sewage dlqposal system., This
reseqve area is of special concern due to the limiting fagtors of the exlisting
soil. Actual improvement (if necessary) of this reserve area may not be neces—
sary ‘during initial site development.

.....ll....
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VIT. WATER QUALITY

Present water gquality in surface waters on site appears good (visual in-
spection). No excessive sediment loads were observed within the watercourses
nor were there excessive algal growths which might indicate septic system leach-
ate pollutlonv Iron deposits were observed at various locations within the water-

" courses but not to an objectionable degree. These deposits are a natural occur-

reéence in wetland areas where anaerobic groundwater laden with soluble iron dis-
charges to a watercourse causing precipitation of insoluble iron upon aeration.

The proposed develaopment could be expected to degrade surface waters some-
what due to use of lawn fertilirzers and roadway contaminants from automobiles
washing into watercourses during rain storms. These would not be in great enough
concentrations to cause significant mortality of agquatic organisms which appear
to be sgarce in these watercourses. Nor would they be in great enough concen-
trations to cause groundwater contamination due to the small quantities of storm
water to be expected in comparison to the immense quantities of groundwaLer an=
countered on site and the resultant dilution.

Efforts should be made during construction to minimize erosion and sedi-
mentation. Standard sediment and erosion controls should suffice to proLecL
the watercourses on site.

VILII. HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE CONSEDERATIONS

Historiéally, circa 1884, the drainage system in the Oxford Fells area
consisted of arsingle primary creek draining Tuxis (formerly Tucks} Pond and
discharging into a tidal wetland located behind the town beach and Tuxis Avenue.
At some point, the natural wetland channels were replaced by multiple culverts,
These, like many permanent structures along the shore, were prone to the va-
garies of wave activity and infilling with sand culminating in failure or des-
truction of the culverts. A fall storm in 1217 seriously damaged the culverts.
"The outer gection of two were washed away and the one at the east end of the
beach had the upper end buried by 3 to 4 feet of sand deposited on the marsh
for a distance of 10 to 12 feet."l

Today, the Oxford Fells site is traversed by several small streams and
artificial drainage channels (see Figure 4). The drainage channels were in-
gtalled in an effort to improve the drainage on the gite and in surrounding
areas. Natural drainage of the site is impeded by the lack of slope and the high
water table, which lies at or near the surface throughcout the outwash-covered
portion of the site. The artificial drainage measures have improved the local
situation to some extent, but poor design has caused ponding problems in several
areas.

Storm water discharging from the property enters a narrow open channel and
culvert system to the west of the site which is reported to be ineffective caus-
ing local flooding and backwater. The outfall for this system is below mean
high water levels at the Madison Beach Club. The ERT field visit revealed a
storm dralnage culvert under Gull Rocgk Road to be two~thirds inundated with
water due to downstream channel restrictions and a headwall at Island Avenue
clogged with debris and ice. Historically, an ideal natural system composed
of a tidal wetland existed interior to the beach which would have mitigated the
adverse impacts of stormwater runoff discharging into coastal waters,

Tyalden, B. H., 1918. Mosquito work in 1918. Connecticut Experiment Station,
Bulletin 211. '

- 12 -
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According to the calculations submitted by the develcoper's engineer,
only 13% of the gshormwater that enters the present stormwater drainage system
wesgt of the site is generated solely from the property. The various compon-
ents of the proposed project will contribute a new and additional volume of
surface runoff on the ocrder of 8%.

The developers of the proposed project have offered two alternatives to
handling stormwater run-off generated by this project (see Figure 4). The
first solution entails the construction of a 36" diameter pipe with 4 catch
basing along Park Avenue and a berm on the property in order to divert to Park
Avenue 70% of the runoff that would have vassed under Tuxis Avenue to Madison
Beach. This pipe would replace an existing short segment of smaller diameter
‘pipe at the southern end of Park Avenue that presently collects stormwater and
discharges through a revetment into coastal waters.

The other allernelive would involve construction of a delenlion basin
in the southern portion of the site to intercept storm dralnage such that a
Zero net increase in stormwater runoff would be realized at the receiving
watercourse to the west of the property.

Both drainage alternatives will require a certain amount of clearing and
grading within the wetland area. It is difficult to assess which will cause
a greater degree of alteration to the wetlands since plans are not available
for the detention basin proposal. Assuming the detention basin has a metered
outlet, there should be no concern for increasing the groundwater elevation
in the area. All drainage flowing into the pond will ultimately drain out.
The drainage discharge to Park Avenue should not have any noticeable effecL
on groundwatér elevations since the relocated ditch elevations will remwain
essentially the same as the original diteh alleowing water Lo drain as it does
presenlbly.  The Park Avenue syslom appears to be adequately sived Lo handle
at least the 25 vear frequency storm flow generated from this drainage area.
The detention basin would be adequately sized if it were shown to discharge
stormwater at a rate not exceeding the predevelopment rate for all storm events
ranging from the 2 to 25 year freguency storm flow, and did not cause water
"surface elevations to inundate adjacent private properties.

In analyzing the hydrology of the site, the developers' engineering firm,
Angus McDonald & Associates, reported that a drainage area of about 60 acres
contributes water to the streams and channels flowing‘thIOugh the property.
They also calculated that development as planned would increase peak flows
by approximately 7 cubic feet per second (cfs) for a 25-year storm event. The
size of the drainage area could not ke confirmed independently by the Team
' because of time constraints. A problematic consideration was the effect of
urbanization to the east of the site on the natural flow paltterns. Informa-
tion cufrently available to the Team suggests that the drainage area may be
as much as 75 acres in size. Whercas the Team recognizes the limitations of
its watershed measurements, it recommends that the engineers reconfirm thelr
own data before submitting further plans. The watershed as determined by the
Team is shown 'in Figure 5. An independent evaluaticn of the effects of the
development on runoff confirmed the engineer's estimate of a peak-flow in-
crease of about 7 cfs for a 25-year storm.
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Hydrologic analyses of the present and proposed drainage systems from
both McDonald & Associates and ESM Associates were submitted to the Team for
review, A prief study of the two analyses has indicated several apparent dis-
crepancies or numerical errors. It is the Team's opinion that these discre—
pancies or errors would not substantially affect the viability of either of
the two proposed drainage schemes (i.e. the Park Avenue conduit or the zero-
additional runoff alternatives}. However, since the result of the apparent in-
consistencies is to cause peak flows and storage needs to be somewhat under-
stated 'in the present engineering reports, it is urged that these points be
.corrected or explained. A listing of these points follows:

McDonald Report:

1. Increment A x C for proposed lawn on first legal size page of report
should be 2,70, not .27. Hence, total A x C should he 16.42, not 13.97, and
average "c" should be 27 not L 24,

2% Total area for Drainage Area #2 on last legal size page ig given as i
35 acres, but the incremental areas add up only Lo 25 acres. llence, average
"e¢" for that area should be .28, not .20.

ESM. Report: g

1. On pages 12, 13, and 14, the same drainage area 1is alternately addressed
as Drainage Areas I & IV, Drainage Areas I & III, and Axea I & II.

. 2. Calculations for "existing" watershed conditions on page 12 include pro-
posed lawn apd proposed pavement and roof, but exclude existing pavement and roof.

3. Considering the nature of the drainage improvements, it is unclear how
the total T¢ for existing conditions on page 12 could be less than the total
T. for proposed conditions on page 14. These improvements seemingly should re-
duce Ts. Hence, peak runoff should increase, rather than decrease as stated
on page 15.

4. Increment A x C for proposed lawn on page 14 should be 2.70, nolb .27.
Hence, total A x C should be 14.806, not 12.43, and average "c¢" should be .28,
not .24. :

The Team wishes to emphasize ite bhelief thal the discrepancies noted above
do not appear to be serious enough to affect the viability of elther proposcd
 drainage plan. IHowever, it is recommended that the two enginecering firms care-
fully review and more fully explain the bases for their respective calculations
and assumptions. Tt is also urged that the extent of flooding under each drain-—
age system be clearly delineated on site plans for the 25-year event and the
100-year event.

Some concern was expressed at the ERT's pre-review meeting about the effects
of runoff-detention basins on groundwater recharge. The numerous wetlands attest
to the fact that the site is more of a discharge area than a recharge area. More-
aver, the relatively small volume of water that would be withheld and the in-
frequent, temporary nature of the detention indicate that the impact on ground-
water replenishment would ke negligible,
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X, DRSCRIPTTION O Pl VIEGHTATLON

" The Oxford Fells site is located 1n the Nastern Coastal Fcoregion of the
"Coastal Hardwoods Zone as ldentified and defined in Dowhan and Craig (1976) .2
Thefproximity of Lhoe Sound moderates and modifics the Connecticut climate which
in turn is manifest in the types and patterns of vegetation exclusive to the :
reglon Seabreezab, nenetrating 5 to 10 miles inland, result in a diagnostic
'mar]LLmL climate characterized by warmer and cooler temperaturces in the fall-
winter and spring-summer pericds respectively. Coastal regions experience cne
of the longest frogt Lree scasons in Connecticubt, averaging 195 days.

Mostly stabie forest vegelbation pervades the site. Virgin forests no
longer exist in the State but the vegetation of the gite is considered natural
in Llat it developed spontancously without any engineering by man. As evidencoed
in Gl veyalation numely diversity, presence of rich sile indicators, and cor-
tain known forest gsite index walues), the Ninigret soil ranks as one of the most
fertile and productive qulb in the coastal area, surpassed only by the rich
51lty soils and certain’ alluvial types.

several factdrs prevent a complete investigation and description of tha

VoqetdtLon at Oxford Feils, but key is the dormant state of the vegetation.

An accurate analygis of the végetation must include an identification of the
Lypu and abundance of plants in the shrub and especially herb layers. Thesc,
Ln the main, are better indicators of site conditionsand quality than tree
speclies, fThé.latter rend to occupy a very bread range of environmental condi-
tions. EPréSLntod below is a preliminary classification based mostly upon trees,

LL& Eﬂndltlon%,dnd the few identifiable herhaceouﬁ plants.

In general, the property may be divided into three vegetation stands. These
stands include a hardwood swamp and two ages of mixed hardwoods. - The approxi-
maté location of these vegetation stands is shown in Figura 6. The composition
of ﬁhc ‘stands ls described below.

STAND‘A MITXED HARDWOORS

This + 14 acre stand is gencrally fully stocked and characterized by trees

of 5 to 11 4+ inches in diameter. The stoand actually consists of throe di Fferont
g baned v(q(lxliun Cypes which grade imperecptibly into one anolher bhul generally
Ffollow a distinct topographical seqguence as shown in quuze 7. A description of

\ cach of these vegetatlon types follows,

-Oak—Huckleberry Woodland

This is a ubiguitous community of dry rocky hilltops and ridgelines. Struc-
turally, it is a short-statured, open woodland with trees less than 15 meters
high and widely spaced. Shallow soil over bedrock restricts rooting depth and
intensifics competition for space and soil moisture, thereby culminating in the
woodland qualities. Black birch, pignut hickory, black cak and especially white
vak are the conspicious elements of the cancpy. Locally dominant is the ever-

. green hemlock, The presence of hemlock represents a phase and does not change

2Dowhan, J. J. and Crailg, R. J. 1976. Rare and Endangercd Species of Connecti-
cut and Their Habitats., Comn. Geol. Nat. Hist. Surv., Rpt. Invest. #6.
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the quality of the site. Removal of hemlock would permit the development of
the more characteristic deciduous woodland.

A conspicucus and often diagnostic feature of this community, is the
presence and dominance of ericaceous shrubs especially huckleberry, low bush
bluekerry and mountain laurel. Present, but abundance not estimated, were
huckleberry and patches of a grass (Halrgrass?). Other important bubt local b
species include clubmoss, greenbrier and sawbrier (catbrliar).

Below is a partial list of plants that were recorded on the Hollis soil
of this site. Dominant species in this and subscguent type descriptions are
denoted by an asterick:

Tree Laver

. ' *Hemlock Black RBirch :
*White Oak Pignut Hickory i
*Black Oak Hop Hornbeam

Shrub Laver i
Greenbrier Maple-leaved Viburnum
lerbh Lavyer

'

Qoldénrod Round-leaved Ground Pine

Japanese Honeysuckle Moss—Dicranum scoparium
Sawbrier ' White Cushion Moss -~ Leuccbryum glaucuml

-

Oak~Viburnum Forest

Occupying the most elevated and driest (well drained) portions of the
Ninigret soil is this community. The fertile properties and favorable moisture
characteristics of the Ninigret soil are manifest in vegetation communities
that ‘are diverse and possess a number of rich site indicators and rapidly
maturing trees. The forest canopy is a mixture of trees:principally yellow birch,
black birch, mockernut, black oak, white ocak and red maple. Hop hornbeam and
blue beech form a conspicuous understory. Maple-leaved Viburnum is the major
shrub and the ground is punctuated by small carpets of the vound-leaved ground
pine. Principal species observed include:

Tree Layer

White Oak Tulip Troe
Black Oak Rexd Oak
Black Birch Scarlet Oak
Yellow Bixrch . Blue Beech
Mockernut _ Hop Hornbeaam
Red Maple : Sassafras

Shrub Layer

Maple-leaved Viburnum Hemlock
Herb Layer

Round-leaved Ground Pine Wood Shield I'ern
Blackberry



‘Tulip Tree Forest

" Mesophytic (moist) sites on the Winigret soils support a rich community
dominated by tulip tree. Spicebush and cinnamon fern abound in the shrub and
herbaceous layers. Associates include shagbark hickory, yellow birch, and
black oak. Locally important are red maple, maple-leaved viburnum and ground '
pinel

: Tabulated below is a list of plants observed in this community:

Tree Layer
*Tulip Tree White Oak
. *Red Maple Shagbark Hickory
Yellow Birch Sour Gum
Black Birch Sassafras : -
Black Oak Mockernut

Shrub Layer

*Spicebush’ Japanese Honeysuckle
Highbush Blueberry ' Greenbrier
Hemlock
Herb Layer
*Ground Pine Sedge

*Cinnamon Fern Wood Shield fern

STAND B HARDWOOD SWAME

" This + 8 acre stand is overstocked and characterized by trees of 1 to 1l
~inches in diameter. Two principal wetland types were identified on this property,
ong ia red maple swamp and the other a swamp white oak woodland. The latter is
found exclusively in depresssions where the water table regularly exceeds the
soiﬁ surface for periods of probably six months or less. In contrast, the red
maple swamplié infrequently inundated and under average conditions, the water
table is below the scoil surface thereby permitting better scil aeration at
greater depths. - '

One small stand of Swamp White Oak is located in the central interior. This
tree, pepperbugh and cinnamon fern are the prevalent compeonents of the tree,
shrﬁb and herb layer respectively. Associates include scur gum, spicebush, red
‘maple, and small patches of sphagnum moss.

.~ Red maple dominated swamps consist of a typical member on poorly drained
soi}s and a transition phase between this and the tulip tree community. Gentle
sloping lands where the boundaries between soil types are diffuse and broad are
oftén characteristic of outwash plains. On till landscapes, although transitions
exigt, the slope gradients are steep and such zones are barely perceptible. For
the purpose of this repcrt, the transition occupying the higher elevations will
be fermed the dry phase red maple swamp.

+




Understandably, the dry phase red maple swamp containsg some upland species
such as hemlock, gray birch, tulip tree, and black birch. Highbush blueberry
is the conspicucus shrub and the understory is an extensive and luxuriant car-
pet of ground pine with scattered tussocks of cinnamon fern throughout. The
typical phase is almoslt exclusively red maple but occassional yellow birch
do occur. Spicebush and cinnamon fern abound in the shrub and herb layers. Of
lesser import, but nevertheless present, is ground pine. Indictors of increased
meisture availability and a higher water table are sensitive fern, sphagnum moss
and the moss Atrichum.

STAND C MIXED HARDWOODS

This + 3 acre stand is overstocked and chavacterized by trees of 1 to 5
inches "in diameter. The composition of this stand is similar to the oak-
viburnum forest descrihed above under Stand A. The most significant difference
botwoeen che bwo stands ia Lhe smaller Cree sixe of Stond C.o fhe dominant treos
present in Stand C include red maple, black birch, hickory, red cedar, white ash,
black oak and occasional sassafras. ‘The understory consists of maple-leaved
viburnum, blue heech, and hardwood tree seedlings. Ground cover is dominated by
grasses, club moss, and aaw briar.

X. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Rare and Indangered Specieg

No rare or unusual vegetation types were found on this property during the
ERT's field review. 1In addition, historical records and voucher specimens dis-
close no occurrence of rare or endangered species on or adjacent to the property.
Understandably, the dormant nature of the vegetation during the time of the
ERT's field review precluded a thorough investigation inte this matter.

It should be noted, however, that the systematic destruction of stable
forest vegetation on outwash lands such as the Oxford Fells property, is creat-
ing a condition wherchby undisturbed vegetation types, such as those on the sub-
ject property, are becoming increasingly rare.

Aesthetics and Preservation

Many of the trees in Stand A (mixed hardwoods)} are healthy and are of high
guality (trees without damage or excessive defects). These trees have high value
for aesthetics and should be preserved unless removal is absolutely necessary
for construction.

Trees are very sensitive to the condition of the soil within their drip
lines. This drip line zone correspeonds to the entire area under a trees crown.
Daevelopment practices such as excavating, filling,and grading for construction
of roadways, buildings, and septic systems may disrupt the balance between
soil aeration, scil moisture level and soil composition. These disturbances
may cause a decline in tree health and vigor, potentially resulting in tree
mortality within three to five years., Mechanical injury to trees may cause
the same results. Care should be taken especially during the construction per-
iod not to disturb trees that are to be preserved.




- In general, healthy and high vigor trees should be favored over unhealthy
treéb because they are usually - more resistant to the environmental stresses
brought about by development. When it is feasible, trees should be saved in
dmall groups or "islands". This practice lowers the chances of soil disturb-
ance and mechanical injury. Individual trees and "islands" of trees should be
temporarily, but clearly marked so they may be avoided during consgtruction. .
Recenpt research has shown that healthy trees on a house lot may enhance the
value of that lot by as much as twenty percent.

Limiting Conditionsg

" The scils associated with the hardwood swamp (Stand B) are characterized by
a high water table throughout much of the year. These saturated and poorly
drained soils limit vegetative growth to species that are tolerant of excessive
moisture conditions.

Red maple, the dominant species found in this stand will survive under
these conditions, however, growth rates are usually slow and tree quality is
poor due to overcrowding. These crowded growing conditions together with a
shaIlow root system cause the trees in this stand to he relatively unstable.

' As fuelwood demands rise, it may become feasible to manage this hardwood !
swamp by periocdically harvesting a limited quantity of cordwood. With proper
management, such as a "thinning" operation would be beneficial to the health
of the stand by stimulating crown and root growth in residual trees.

Potential'Hagards and Mitigating Practices

. e .

f Windthrow ig a potential hazard in the hardwood swamp. As a result of the
high water table and saturated soils, the trees present are unable to become
secyrely anchored. The crowded condition of the trees in this stand increase

-thp;potential for windthrow especially if large scale disturbances cecur, If
lingar openings are made in or along side this stand, the windthrow hazard may
be: increased. any openings which would allow wind to pass through rather than
ovexr this stand will increase the windthrow hazard and shouldbe avoided if
poESible. :

-~ It should be noted that elevating the water table depth in the hardwood
‘swamp areas, by blocking or restricting drainage flows; could cause trees and
shrubs in these areas to drown. As a result, alterations which may signifi-
cantly raise the water table in the hardwood swamp should be avoided if the
vegetation is to be preserved.

There are several large dead trees present in Stand A. If these trees
are left standing near roadwayvs, houses or utility lines they will become
hazardous. 1Tt is recommended that these trees be removed and utilized for
fuelwood with implementation of the project. -

Management Technigues

‘Any thinning, of woodlands on this property should focus on removing poor
dquality trees and damaged trees. The thinning operation should favor leaving
species other than red maple and should be restricted to months when the ground
is f?ozen or months when the ground is dry to lessen -environmental impact., WNo

:
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more than 1/4 of the total tree growth should be removed from any area during
a thinning operation. '

21l trees thinned from the woods, or removed for construction of roadways,
houses and septic fields, should be utilized as fuelwood.

‘;For the purposes of landscaping, it is best to utilize plants that are
native to the Connecticut landscape. Introduction of exotics and aliens in
this and other states have resulted in the displacement of native vegetation.

XI. COASTAL SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS AND CRITRRIA
oot ; . :

’ As of Januayry 1, 1980, municipal zoning commissions must implement “comstal

 aite plan reviews" for certain activities proposed within designated coastal
boundary areas. This is required under the Connecticut Coastal Management Act i
(CMA) . Sections 4(g) and 11(b) of the CMA determine what areas and activities
reSpéctively are subject to the provisions and requirements of the act. Only
the southernmost portion of the Oxford Fells property is within the boundary and
theraéfore subject to the provisions of the act (see Figure 8). Second, and of
import to the, determination of whether a coastal site plan is required, section
11(b) states that certain municipal "site plans, plans and applications for acti-
vitieg or projects located fully or partially within the boundary....shall be sub- ‘
ject to the requirements of the act." How this relates to the proposal submitted _ §
by Madison Builders is as follows:

:1. An application has been submitted requesting a zone regulation change
in an R-2 district to allow a cluster development by special exception
permit.

2. The project, by virtue of the location of one of its parts (i.e. the

‘ stormwater drainage system), may be located partially within the coastal
boundary. The drainage proposal calling for piping of storm water down
Park Avenue is definitely an activity within the coastal zone. The al-
ternate drainage proposal, which would create a detention basin on-site
and utilize existing drainage channels, may or may not represent an
activity within the coastal zone depending upon final design layout. If
the detenticn basin is ultimately located wholly outside the coastal zone,
thén the Oxford Fells project, as proposed would not be subject to the
requirements of the Coastal Management Act. For discussion purposes,
the ERT will assume here that the proposed project is located partially
within the coastal boundary and therefore subject to the requirements of
the CMA.

At this juncture requesting a zone regulation change, a coastal site plan is
'not required. However, at the point where a regulation change is granted and the
applicant pursues the project by submitting an application for a special except-
ion permit, a coastal site plan must be prepared and reviewed by the appropriate
municipal commission. The special exception permit can not be granted prior to
this: review. Algo, the plan must contain all necessary detall to permit a com- i
plete evaluation of the impact of the project and its parts on coastal resources.
The following two sections of this report go into some detail regarding the re-
quirements and policies of the Coastal Management Act as it relates to this pro-
ject. TFollowing that is a brief discussion of how coastal resources may be ad-
' versely affected by the proposed project.
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A. Coastal Site Plan Requirements

The statutory provisions and requirements for coastal site plans and re-
view by appropriate municipal commissions are enumerated in section 11 to 15
of the CMA. Essential and mandatcory components of the plan application are
found primarily-in sections 1llc, 12a, and 12¢ though the applicant must also
consult the municipal commissions to determine what additional elements may
be regquired. WNote that 1) the burden of proof that the application is accurate
and complete is the responsibility of the applicant and 2) building permits can
not be issued unless a coastal site plan has been reviewed and approved. Certain
key reﬁuirements that must be addressed and included in the coastal site plan
are outlined below:

1. A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal re=-
sources on and contiguous to the sgite.

2. A description of the entire project with appropriate plans indicat-
ing project location, design, timing and methods of censtruction.

., * 3. An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use and assessment of the suitability of the project for
theé proposed site. This includes a) an ldentification of any and
all coastal use policies applicable to the project, bh) an identifi-
cation of any and all ccastal resource policies applicable to the
project and ¢) a description of how the project is consistent with
these policies.

4. An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of
the project and a description of proposed methods to mitigate ad-
verse effects on coastal resocurces.

5. A description of the impacts or effects that the proiect will have o ‘
on future water dependent uses or development on and adjacent to
this site. A demonstration that the adverse impacts are acceptable.

If and when this proposal reaches the stage of submission for a special
exception permit, then Madison Builders will need to supplement their existing .
plans and descriptions with the information required above. Sufficient detail
must -be included to allow a complete evaluation of the impacts upon coastal |
resources and future water dependent uses.

For the purpgses of this project, reflecting the location of the property
both within and without the coastal boundary, there are two éategories of re-
sources involved. TFor the portion of property within the boundary, all coastal
resources on and adjacent to the site must be indicated on the plan. The im-
pact assessment should focus upon these resources. Land area outside the boundary
is composed of typical upland (non-coastal) resources. These resources are not
specifically addressed by the CMA although it may be necessary to indicate the
type of upland resources on the plan te fully evaluate the effect of indirect
impacts on the coastal resources. Posgible information that could be included
here is the nature and type of socils, location of inland wetlands, and the ex- |
tent of the flood hazard area. The amount of detail required will obviously
depend on the size and nature of the project and the requirements set forth by
local commissions.
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, Cpagstal resources on and adjacent te the site are depicted in figure
These include coastal waters, coastal (flood) hazard area, coastal (erosion)
hazard area, coastal bluffs and escarpments {modified), shorelands and fresh-
water wetlands/watercourses.

B. Coastal Policies

‘Tdentification of appropriate and applicable policies follows from the
1dent1f1catlon of the coastal resources above and the activities that are pro-
pqsbd Listed below are these policies and relevant guidelines (refer to Plan~
nlng Report $£30%Y,

qoastal Bluffs and Escarpment Policies:

: " To disapprove uses that accelerate slope erosion and alter essential
O - patterns and supply of sediments to the littoral transport system,

Use Consistency Guideline: :
--Point discharge structures may be consistent with the coast ‘policies
when 1) the discharge pipe is for the purposes of stormwater drainage,
2) the discharge pipe and headwall do not alter local surface drainage
in such a manner as to accelerate bluff/escarpment erosion, 3) the
velocities of discharge stormwater are not sufficient to cause bluff/
eacarpment erosion or scouring, and 4) the discharging pipe is equipped
with c¢atch basins and gas traps which are periodically cleaned (page
II-51'of Planning Report #30).

Coastal;Hazard (Flood & Erosion) Area Policies:

To manage coastal hazard areas so as to insure that development proceeds
in such a manner that hazards to life and property are minimized.

General Use Guidelines:
--Apply the National Flood Insurance Program floodplain management reguire=
" ments to all activities in designated A-zones and floodways.

. =-Avoid any use or activity which would significantly increase floodwater
' elevations or otherwise increase flood or erosion hazards.

~~All activities and uses should be consistent with capacity of the SOll
and subsoil to support such use or activity.

Use Consistency Guidelines:

—~Dikes and Berms: May be consistent with the coastal policies when 1)
they are designed so as not to increase the f£lood hazard potential behind

the structure due to the effects of ponding or backwater, and 2) all rea-

sonable mitigation measures have been employed to minimize the Impact on
" coastal resources in accordance with the general use guidelines (page 11-
97 of Planning Report #30).

--Filling may be consistent with the coastal policies when 1) the flood
hazard potential is not si@nificantly increased, and 2) the f£ill is clean
and free'of chemical, biological or man-made pollutants which could ad-
versely affect water quality or violate state water quality standaxds

{page 11-97 of Planning Report #30).

*Plapninq Report #30. Coastal Policies and Use Guidelines. 1979. Connecticut
Dept. of Environmental Protection, Coastal Area Management Program.
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Shoreland Policies:

To regulate shoreland use and development in a manner which minimizes
adverse impacts upon adjacent coastal systems and resources,

General Use Guideline:
--Insure that all activities and uses are consistent withthe capacity of
the scil and subscil to support such activities.

Use Congsistency Guideline:

--All activities are generally consistent with the coastal policies when
conducted in accordance with the general use guidelines, (11-114 of Plan-
ning Report #30). :

Coastal Waters Policies:

Refer to policy in the Connecticut General Statutes, section 25-54a.

Use Consistency Guideline:

-—~Point discharge structures may be consistent when the structure is designed,
to the maximum extent possible, to minimize disturbance of or adverse im- !
pacts to shellfish beds and intertidal flats and the quality of the dis-
charge water does not adversely impact coastal waters or violate state
water guality standards (page 11-130 of Planning Report #30).

Freghwater Wetlands and Watercourses Policles:

'Refer to policy in the Connecticut Wetlands and Watercourses aAct (P.L. 155).

General Use Guidelines:
-~Apply requirements and c¢riteria contained in the Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Act and pursuant administrative regulations.

~=Maintain and improve water quality in accordance with the highest stand- %
ards set by federal, state, or local authorities,

~~Utilize site and engineering designs which are compatible and harmonious
with the natural amenities of wetlands and watercourses and which 1) will
not adversely affect or destroy important natural features such as vege-

_ tation, landscape, and drainage but will preserve and incorporate these
into the design, 2) will not adversely impact unique biologic, geologic
or hydrologic features, 3} will minimize the amount of disturbance and ex-
tent of clearing, 4) will not reduce or increase the natural ground and
surface water retention capacity of the wetland, 5) consider the capability
of the soil and subsoil conditions to support the activity, 6) apply Soil
Conservation Service erosion/sedimentation guidelines as appropriate, and
7) employ adequate vegetation buffers to protect the wetland from runoff
and gedimentation from adjacent upland and wetland sites.

—~BEmploy construction technigues such as the following that avoid or sub-

stantially limit impacts to wetlands and watercourses: 1) minimize the ;
, area of wetland affected, and 2) restore the disturbed area following
congtruction.
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Use Consistency Guideline:

. -=Filling may be consistent with the coastal policies when 1) all non-
wetland alternatives have been considered and demongtrated to be infeas-
ible, 2} the facility is designed and sited so as to minimize the amount
of wetland area filled, 3) the flood hazard potential is not significantly
increased, 4) the fill is not placed on wetland areas that are unigue,
unusual, important wildlife habitats for rare and endangered species or
important fish runs, and 5) the fill does not contain any chemical, bio-
logic, or man-made pollutants which could adversely affect coastal water
quality or violate state water quality standards.

C. Impact Location and Evaluation

; To simplify the evaluation of adverse impacts, the proposed Oxford
Pells project has been divided intc a number of elemental parts. Coastal re-
souyces that are affected by these individual activities are identified in the
jmpact matrix below. Note that not all the various elements of the proposed
‘project are included in the matrix; only those elements within the coastal zone
qiedincluded. The prime concern here is the total but indirect impact emanating
from the project in the form of surface runoff on coastal water quality and
coastal erosion. The main impacts to coastal resources, if any, will originate
in ﬁhe design and placement of the stormwater drainage system and the possible
divérsion of 70% of the existing stormwater to Park Avenue.

TABLE 1 COASTAYL TIMPACT MATRIX

: Shore Coastal HazZard Area Bluffs Coastal Freghwater
Activity ' lands (Flood} (Erosion) Escarpments Water Wetland
Open draihgge channel X X A x*
Berm {(filling) X X

¢

Placement of Pipe X X

Stormwater discharge X
volume '

Stormwater discharge . X
quality

*Tnland wetland permit reguired.

**No state structures permit will probably be reguired for placement of the stormwater

O

pipe into the revetment provided it can be demonstrated that the integrity of the
seawall will not be endangered from both placement of the pipe and possible scouring
at the base of the wall.

Indicates activities that if improperly designed could adversely impact coastal re-—
sources.
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The applicant must demonstrate that the project is consistent with coastal
policies. This incliudes a demonstration that all impacts in the matrix are
acceptable and consistent with the CMA policies. Potential adverse impacts that
must be addressed and shown to be acceptable are the following as defined in
the CMA:

1. Degrading water guality through the signifcant introduction into
either coastal waters or groundwater supplies of suspended scolids,
nutrients, toxics, heavy metals or pathogens, or through the signi-
ficant alteration of temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen or salinity.

2. Degrading natural or existing drainage patterns through the signi-
ficant alteration of groundwater flow and recharge and volume of
runoff.,

Below is a brief analysis of only those activities that might culminate
in significant adverse impacts to coastal resources. The preceding portions
of the ERT report should further assist the developer in evaluating adverse
impacts and demonstrating their acceptability. In some instances, additional
detail and analysis will be necessary especially in regards to the nature,
‘type and location of on-site sewage disposal facilities.

Construction of the berm (filling). Involves filling of a small
fragment of wetland, insignificant in areal coverage. Impacts in-
‘clude permanent alteration of wetland surface vegetation at the point
of £illing, little or no change in the ground water hydrology, and
temporary storage of stormwater during major storm events. Intensity
of impact--low and inconseguential provided that the area of wetland
disturbed is kept to a minimum and the use consistency guidelines dis-
cussed previously are followed to the fullest extent practicable.'

Cpen drainage channels (excavation). Excavation is necessary to create
two new separate stormwater channels. WNo significant alteration of the
vegetation on contiguous wetland is anticipated except perhaps along

the immediate ditch margins. Due to the nature of the wetland soils
here, namely the position of the water table about one foot below the
surface, impacts on the water table are expected to be small. Intensity
of impact--low and inconsequential provided that it can be demonstrated
that the impact to groundwater is acceptable, there are no alternative
designs with fewer impacts to the wetland, and the area of wetland af-
fected is minimized.

Stormwater discharge (guality). Currently the quality of discharge at
the Madison Beach Club has not posed a serious threat to water quality
or precluded swimming. The proposed discharge at the end of Park Avenue
would be beneficial in alleviating local flooding problems and in miti-
gating any possible threats to water quality on the water dependent use
at the beach club. Provided the septic systems are properly engineered,
impacts to the gquality of coastal waters at the end of Park Avenue will
be intermittent and immeasurable. Impacts to water dependant uses are
not conceivable. Water quality problems now or in the future are more
likely to rasult from the intensive shoreline development and multi-
plicity of septic tanks to the east and west.




Storm water discharge (volume). Improper design and location of the
stormwater oukbfall coupled with the larger proposed discharge volume
at the end of Park Avenue has the potential to adversely affect the
integrity of the revetment through scouring and ercsion. Currently,
' the existing riprap at the base of the wall may offer adequate pro-
tection; however this issue should be addressed in the coastal site
1 plan.

XII, ADDITTIONAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

Consistency of Proposed Project with Town, Regional & State Plans

The proposed development. appears to be in general accordance with the Madison
Town Plan which calls for increased density to be concentrated near the town
center The site is just south of the Town Center, within walking distance to
locgl shops. The area is zoned R-2, minimum lot size 40,000 square feet (32,000
square feet exclusive of wetlands). The developer expressed to the ERT his opin-
ionithat the property could accommodate fourteen conventional subdivigion lots;
howéver, in order to allow for more imaginative and attractive site design, he

1$ applying for a zone regulation change to allow a "cluster" development. Un-
lee the existing Planned Residential Cluster Development provision, the proposed
amendment would allow clusterlng on the property without an increase in the over-
all allowable density. Develppment of the property would be limited to ten single
fém;ly homes.

" The Regional Plan - "Proposed Land Use Plan—-~2000" (South Central Connecti-
cut: Planning Reglon), adopted 1968+_xﬁcgmmends the area in guestion as a resi~

dentlal area (1-2 families/acre). Regional goals stress the desirability of

. concentrating increased density near existing town centers. The accomplishment
of :this goal must be tempered, of course, by the physical suitability of specific
sltes for development in the town center area. Taking into account the develap-
mentrestrlctlons of the Oxford Fells site, and the proposed density, the project
lﬁ iconsiderad to be generally consistent with the Rogional Plan.

The State Plan - "State of Connecticut Conservation and Development Policies
Plan 1979 - 1982", "Locational Guide Map" indicates the area in dquestion as pre-
dominantly a "long term urban potential" area. By definition, a "long term urban
potential” area is characterized by "low density development with vacant lands
‘physically suited for intensive development and without major conflict with criti-
cal areas of environmental concern" and "lacking existing or programmed urban
facilities and infrastructure required for intensive development." The State
Action Strategy is to.discourage support of premature scattered new urban develop—
mept which could exceed site carrying capacities or would regquire public invest-
ments in new or expanded public facilities, utilities and services. Applying
guLdellnes for state action to local action, the proposed development would seem
'to' meet these criteria.

Adjacent Land Use

‘The land use in the surrounding area would be compatible with the proposed
regsidential use. Hast, south and west of the silte are single family homes.
NQIth of the site is the town center with a variety of shops and offices. North-
east of one site is the Island Avenue Grade School.
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Traffic Considerations

The site is located to the east of Island Avenue, a two—lane, two-way local
road in very good condition. Island Avenue intersects Route 1 (a major arterial)
just west of town center. This intersection is signalized and operates at. a
relatively high service level with no capacity problems. Access to I-95 is
nearby via Route 79 (also at town center). A near-term parking and circula-
tion study is being concluded at present by the South Central Connecticut Regional
Planning Agency which seeks to improve travel conditions at town center and its
.environs.

Island Avenue carries in the vicinity of 1,800 vehicles per day on the
average. The'addition of ten single family dwelling units off of Island Avenue
should result in perhaps 90 to 100 additional vehicle trips per day into the
traffic stream. This represents a negligible impact on exlisting conditions.




APPENDIX




SOILS MAP

ae5Ton pos

SAMSON ROCK ROCK_RD.

|
1
—— =

gAY ONY 1S

e ADAPTED FROM DEVELOPER'S
SITE PLAN OF 12/14/79

CEDAR LN {(private)

MAD
“--_J_.s_‘g_& 4

4
Afaf

'SCALE: " = 500

GULL ROCK RD.
PARK AVE |

IB 1/4 mile

500" oo’ 1500




s2dOTS %€ 031 0

IUbITS LIS FYBTITS gbTis ‘mreo] Apues SUTF wemeby VIFY
UOTI0Y 350337
SSOUIOM fggaUgoM SSOUILOM SS2UIIM ,
1219499 13I2A8G raIx8A8g IDIDABG weoT ApUEs aT70dTEM oM
UOT10¥ IS0I13 SSTULSM SSoUISM
JUybTIS ! 97 BIASPON 1 DIDADS I2IDADS eOT ApUuBES SUTIF JI3IBTUIN Up
SSOULISM SSoUlsM
SSaUIDM ‘UOT3O® 3S0X3 ‘ATmOTS soIag ssouasm
12I9ABG 1 BITATS 1 2I9ADS I 2IBADS RO 2TTS WRUUAEY 9
sBu0}s obixeT 2doTs S2UO0AS
‘adois adoTsg ‘souols abreT sbaeT ‘adoTs
oIz ATS IDATART t2I2ABS 2I23A92G Jxed UO3TIeD
¥DOI 0% Ho0I 03 yidsg sdoTs ‘00X adoTs ‘ooz
yidsg ‘=dols ‘ado1s o1 1yadsg o1 yadsg
19I8ATS 13IDADS HES ST rexanes 1xed STTIOH
s8dOTS %5 03 §7 ‘weol
Apurs 2UTF UOITIRYD-SITTOH Fdy
S9U0TS IHIART wQOHm. S9U03S
‘adoTs adoTg ‘gouois abieT abxeT ‘adolg
$ O BISPON 1 2ARIDpPOR 1D BISPOK OARISPOR aIBed UC3TIRUD
MUOH o3 “yoox o1 yadsg adoTg ‘Hoox adols ‘oox
yidsg ‘edoTs ‘ado1s o3 yzdsa o1 yzdag
1 BIBADS :DIDADS 12I9ADS 1 DIDADS ax2d STTIOH
- sadoTs %57 ©3 € ‘weoT
- Apuws 2UTI STITTOH-UCITIVUD DID
DONIJYOSANYT SAYMAATSC SHHLSAS SINIFWASYL HWEN TIOS TOSHAS
3 SOVoH OILIAS T SOHNIQTIING i d¥H

TAVHD NOTIVLIWIT STIIOS

IND TIOSUUOS). A UOSTPEH ~ A3712dolg SISPTIRG HOSTDER



. *SWODABAO O] SSINSE ATASOO PUR DATSUSIX® oI1Tnbal 1BY1 SUCTIOTIISSI

IC sSpIvZRY AQ PSATWI] ATSTOTISS ST [TOS. 2yl IO 2sn oyl 2Bl S84eDTIPUT  :NOIIVWLIWIT FH3EALS
- ‘osusdXe ISUYLTY IRUMSWOS B. 3B JWOD

~ISA0 3¢ el s buriosIze [T1os Syi jo Ajasdoad Aue 3By} SO1BOTPUT  :NOTLVLIWLT ALVAZGOW
“osUadx® 9T13TT 3I' 2wWOoIsA0 3q ues pue juejzodurtun ATeATlRISI

ST TTOS SU3l Jo 9sn butrideyye [10s 9yl yo Ajxsdoxd Aur 3wyl SS3@O0TPUT  :NOILYLIWNIT LHOITS

. ) .

°z
IWHALSAS ONILVY
T 20 NOILYNYIZXE



ABOUT THE TEAM

The King's Mark Environmental Review Team (ERT) iz a group of
envirommental professionals drawn together from a variety of federal,
state, and regional agencies. Specialists on the team include
geologists, biologists, foresters, climatologists, soil scientists,
landscape architects, recreation specialists, engineexrs, and planners.
The ERT operates with state funding under the aegls of the ¥ing's Mark
Resovrce Conservation and Development (RC&D) Area - a 47 town area in
western Connecticut.

, As a public service activity, the team is available to serve towns
and developers within the XKing's Mark Area —-- free of charge.

PURPOSE OF THE TEHAM

The Environmental Review Team is available to help towns and devel~
opers in the review of sites proposed for major land use activities., To
date, the ERT has been involved in the review of a wide range of signifi-
cant activities including subdivisions, sanitary landfiils, commercial
and industrical 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 project site and highlighting opportunities and limitations
for the proposed land use.

REQUESTING A REVILW

Environmental Reviews may be requested by the chlef elected official
of a municipality or the chaixman of an administration agency such as
planning and =zoning, conservation, or inland wetlands. Reguests for
reviews should be directed to the Chairman of your local Soil and Water
Censervation District. This request letter must include a summary of the
proposed project, a locatlon map of the project site, written permission
from the  landowner/developer allowing the team to enter the property for
purposes of review, and a statement identifying the specific areas of
concern the team should address. When this request is approved by the
local Seil and Water Conservation District and the King's Mark RC&D
Executive Committee, the team will undertake the review. At present,
the ERT can undertake two reviews per month.

For additional information regarding the Envirommental Review Team,
Please contact vour local Solil Conservation District OFffice or Richard
Lynn (B€8-7342), Environmental Review Team Coordinator, King's Mark
RC&D Area, P.0O. Box 30, Warren, Connecticut 06754,






