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Introduction

Introduction

The Southbury Inland Wetlands Commission has requested Environmental
Review Team (ERT) assistance in reviewing an application for a proposed
residential subdivision.

The 145.91 acre stie is located between Bucks Hill Road and Stongtown Road (Route
188) and bounded on the north by I-84 near Interchange 16. The site is wooded and
contains a brook, wetlands and some steep slopes and bedrock outerops. Thirty lots
are proposed with on-site wells and sewage disposal systems. Access will be
provided by extending Vista View Drive (which is currently being constructed) to
Bucks Hill Road. Two bridges are proposed to cross over two separate wetland areas,
one direct road crossing of wetlands, associated drainage outlets and one common
driveway will result in the loss of approximately 4572 square feet of wetland area.
Five parcels of open space are proposed for a total of 42.1 acres.

Objectives of the ERT Study

The Southbury Inland Wetlands Commission has requested that the ERT Team
assist them by examining the impact on natural resources associated with the
development of the property. Specific concerns include: soils, topography, wetlands,
hydrology, stormwater management, wildlife habitat, sewage disposal, open space,
site design, and traffic and access.

The ERT Process

Through the efforts of the Southbury Inland Wetlands Commission this
environmental review and report was prepared for the Town of Southbury.

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 applicant.

The review process consisted of four phases:
1. Inventory of the site's natural resources;
2. Assessment of these resources;
3. Identification of resource areas and review of plans; and
4. Presentation of education, management and land use guidelines.

The data collection phase involved both literature and field research. The field
review was conducted on Wednesday, April 21, 2004. The emphasis of the field
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review was on the exchange of ideas, concerns and recommendations. Being on site
allowed Team members to verify information and to identify other resources.

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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Figure 1

Topographic/Location Map

Scale 1% = 20007
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Figure 3
Soils Map

Scale 1% = 1320




Topography and Geology

The topography of Highland Estates development in Southbury consists of
relatively gentle sloping uplands cut by a small brook in a rather steep-sided
valley; the uplands fall off steeply to the west into a larger stream with similar
valley walls. The parcel is characterized (by the applicant’s consultants) as
containing some rugged topography ( 18% of area) with slopes greater than
25% ( 14°). Most of the steep slopes contain bedrock exposures; some of the
bedrock exposures form cliffs. There is a strong north-northwest/ south-

southeast grain to the topography.

Bedrock in the area consists of layered granofels composed of quartz,
plagioclase feldspar, biotite and muscovite mica. It is referred to as the
Hartland Formation by Scott (1973) and Taine Mountain Formation by
Rodgers (1985), of Ordovician age. Folialion of the rock forms compuositional
banding or lamination and dips toward the northeast. Hence, the rock is older
toward the west. Rodgers map distinguishes a basal member (oldest) of the
Taine Formation: it's upper contact with the rest of the formation is located
in the steep-sided stream valley on the parcel (Scott mapped this as “the
laminated member” of the Hartland Formation). Field inspection indicated
that the basal member was rusty weathering, probably due to included iron
sulfide minerals. Scott mapped pods of kyanite-bearing rusty weathering

schist within the Hartland Formation.

The rocks display a well developed Northwest/Southeast, high-angle fracture
set that has 1-2 meter spacing. It is intersected by a poorly developed foliation-
parallel fracture set. These fractures should allow for the infiltration and

rather even distribution of ground-water over the entire parcel. Springs,



probably seasonal, were noted at the base of one of the steep-sided valley walls

where fractures were particularly prominent.

During more recent geologic history (Pleistocene) the area was covered one or
more times by thick masses of glacial ice that expanded southward from high
northern latitudes. The ice slowly moved toward the south-southeast and
eraded the land as it did, Numercus elongate, streamlined-hills can be found
surrounding the Highland Estates parcel with pronounced NINW/S5E
orientation to their long axis. The long axis of the streamlined hills is
presumed to parallel the direction of glacier movement. The debris eroded by
the moving glacier was ground-up under the weight of the glacier and
deposited under the glacier when it started melting at the end of the last Ice
Age. The debris left by the glacier is called HIl. In general till is non-sorted
debris (i.e. composed of a spectrum of sizes of material ranging from clay to
boulders) and in this area the till is light olive gray and friable or olive-brown

and compact (Pessel, 1975). Till is thin or absent on the parcel.
Geologic Concerns

There are two geologic concerns in the proposed development. First is the
thin till (translate = thin socil). Much construction will require blasting rather

than grading and possibly the importation of large quantities of fill.

The second geologic concern is the rusty weathering rocks. Rusty weathering
is usually caused by the presence of iron-sulfide minerals such as pyrite (FeS,).
When fresh, non-weathered sulfide bearing rocks are exposed at the surface,
such as by being broken up by blasting and being used as fill, they will not be
rusty inside. The sulfide minerals oxidize in the weathering environment,
Iron combines with O, (or OH ions) to form rust (Fe,0,). When the sulfur is
weathered it is oxidized and combines with water to form sulfuric acid

(H,50,). The rust precipitates, staining the rock (i.e. rusty weathering) but the



sulfuric acid is released to the environment and will result in more acidie
ground water, streatn water, and swamp water. The rusty weathering rocks on
the parcel do not contain a large percent of sulfide minerals. Nonetheless, if
sulfide bearing rocks are excavated by blasting, care must be taken in the
placement of broken-up rocks so that acid waters do not seep into acid

sensitive environments.
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Connecticut.U.S. Geol. Surv. Open File Rpt. 75-172.
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CT Geol. and Nat. Hist Surv. Quad. Rpt. #30.



Figure 4

Bedrock Geology
Taines Fm (Rodgers “85)
K: Eyanite bearing (Scott “73)
Bazal member, Taines Fm.
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Northwest Conservation District Review

The Northwest Conservation District (NCD) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the wetland and environmental issues associated with the
development of Highland Estates Section II. Given the large scope of this
proposal there appears to be relatively few direct wetland impacts. These will he

briefly discussed, as well as some indirect impacts that can be easily mitigated.

Crossing the upper wetlands on site with bridge spans will go a long way toward
minimizing impacts to what appears to be valuable functioning wetlands. First
discussed is the bridge that spans the wetland connecting Open Space Parcel #2
and #3. The road sloping down to the wetland from the east has an adequate
detention basin (Detention Basin # 3), paired with a plunge pool, filter berm and
bio-filter. These structures will greatly improve the water quality of the road
runoff entering the wetland. However, storm water runoff from the road sloping
in from the west does not have the same measures to renovate the quality of
water entering the wetland. It is understood that the west-side storm sewer outlet
services half the road length that the east site does. However, there is an
opportunity to divert some of the road runoff into a sediment control structure
and then it could be allowed to feed the wetlands on lot #21. Accomplishing this
would minimize the pressure on the energy dissipater located on the east end of
the bridge and keep an intermittent supply of water to the wetland to keep it
viable. If this is accomplished the energy dissipater at the east end of the bridge
will be adequate to handle the runoff from the short stretch of road between the

wetland on lot #21 and the bride (including the bridge span).

The following lot numbers have wetland and wetland setback areas within 80
feet of the proposed house Lot #22, 23, 24, 26, 31 and 34. The reason these lots are
identified is to inform the wetland commission that the new homeowners will

most likely want to create lawns, sheds, pools and extra yard space, horse barns
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and paddocks well beyond the developers “limit of construction.” The new
property owners may want to clear and/or construct well into the wetland
setback buffers and in some cases into the wetlands. Consider requiring the
applicant or dew.refﬂper to permanently delineate the wetland line with its
associated setback by using the following methods. ( 1 ) Place permanent markers
oF monuments in the field (2) Draft the delineation lines onto the tax parcel
maps submitted to the town for permanent record (3) Require that a map be
included with an explanation of what needs to happen if the new land owner
decides to perform an activity beyond the delineation (4) Require that each real-
estate disclosure have the above information included when the property is
placed on the market and (5) If possible include the wetland boundary in the
parcel's deed These actions will save the wetland commission many future
headaches, because it will minimize re-occurring wetland application and

wetland violations within the development.

Lot #14 has a 200 foot long section of driveway that will be cut into the
topography. An additional 300 feet of driveway will be feeding stormwater down
to the driveway cut from above. However there is no stormwater transport
measure for the entire driveway. During construction, this cut will collect and
concentrate stormwater flow and shoot water and suspended sediments out onto
the Vista View Drive Extension. There should be a stormwater control measure
designed along the driveway corridor with an associated energy dissipater at the
outlet, or possibly it could be tied into the Detention Basin #2 network. Some of
the stormwater that collects on the upper portion of the driveway could be
channeled into the reverse slope bench associated with road cut bank. To a lesser

degree lot #41 is a similar situation.

This reviewer believes the stormwater treatment train proposed for Detention
Basins #1, #2 and #3 will be very effective at renovating the quality of
stormwater runoff. If this has not been accomplished already please consider

having the applicant illustrate a typical detail of a detention basins with proposed
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vegetation plantings. This would include the species sizes, numbers and
locations. It is realized that there is a "Wet Mix" proposed at the end of the
stormwater treatment stream, which is appropriate. However, consider having
the applicant detail how the reset of the stormwater treatment train will be

vegetated.

Given the scope of the project the Southbury Land Use Department may consider
assigning a certified professional in erosion and sediment control to inspect the
site bi-weekly during the construction season. The cost of the inspector should be
passed through to the developer or applicant.

The Southbury Land Use Commission should consider requiring the applicant to
superimpose a soil classification map somewhere within the design sheet
package. If the applicant needs the digitized soil data set, have them contact the
Northwest Conservation District. One possibility is to place the soil classification
polygons on design sheets SE-1 through SE-4. Soils information is extremely
valuable when deciding the intensity of erosion and sediment control measure
placement in specific areas of the project. Soils information clearly details soil
capabilities, limitations and potential for erosion when a construction activity is

proposed in a specific area.
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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

Flan (the “Plan”).

Due to the size and potential impacts on natural resources of this project, the
[epartment has recommended to the developer that the pollution control 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 state Permit, many of
the erosion 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 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.

The Plan must include a site map as described in Section 6(b)(6)(A) of the General

Fermit and a copy of the erosion and sedimentation (E & S) control plan for the
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site. The E & S plan that is approved by the Town 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 construction details for each control used. The
permit requires that “the plan shall ensure and demonstrate compliance with”

the guidelines.

Due to the large 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. At a minimum, the plan must include interior controls

appropriate to different phases of construction.

This project has severe slopes, a large amount of wetlands, poorly drained soils,
and sensitive surface waters that must be protected, which will make weekly
inspections and modifications to erosion controls an important part of this
project. The permit (Section 6(b}(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 incdlude 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.

Since there are six drainage areas each one must be evaluated to determine
which structural practice will be required. Sedimentation basins are required for
any discharge point that serves an area greater than 5 disturbed acres at one time.

The basin must be designed in accordance with the guidelines and provide a
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minimum of 134 cubic yards of water storage per acre drained. 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. All sediment traps or basins shall
provide a minimum of 134 cubic yards of water storage per acre drained and shall
De maintained until final stabilization of the contributing area. Outlet structiires
from sedimentation basins shall not encroach upon a wetland. The
commissioner must approve any exceptions in writing. Silt fence installation
must comply with the guidelines, and may be used only in drainage areas of one
acre or less. Maintenance of all structural practices shall be performed in
accordance with the guidelines, provided that if additional maintenance is
required to protect the waters of the state from pollution, the Plan shall include a
description of the procedures to maintain in good and effective operating

conditions.

Section 6(b)(6)((C)(ii) of the permit requires the plan to address dewatering
wastewaters that this site may generate. A description of the operational and
structural practices which will be used to ensure that all dewatering wastewaters
will not cause scouring or erosion or contain suspended solids in amounts
which could reasonably be expected to cause pollution of waters of the State.

Dewatering wastewaters shall be discharged in a manner, which minimizes the

discoloration of the receiving waters.

Particular attention must be paid to the areas during construction that will drain
towards Eight Mile Brook and any intermittent watercourses. Specific details for
construction control during installation of all wetland crossings must be

provided.
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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 30% of total suspended solids from
the completed site. In order to comply with this requirement, the Department
recommends incorporating swirl concentrator technology. Although swirl
condentrators are effective at removing sediment, they require a long-term
maintenance commitment from the town or a homeowners association greater
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. 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.” Stabilization of cuts and fills will be critical during construction of this

project.

Other Issues

It is strongly recommended that the local wetland and zoning commissions
ensure that the bond required for this project be adequate to remediate all
wetlands and watercourses in the event of control failures on this site. The
developer should be aware that regardless of the storm event size, they would be

responsible for remediation of any impacts. The developer must also be aware
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that if lots are seld of to individual homeowners, the developer is still
responsible for maintenance of all control structures for three months after final

stabilization of the site.

The best protection for wetlands and watercourses is vegetative buffer zones.
Making these areas part of the lots does not ensure their future protection, or
cnsure that there is adequate space in each lot for septic systems and wells thal
will not have future impacts on these resources. The Department recommends
careful placement of houses on lots. There should be a large enough buffer from
wetlands and watercourses to prevent a discharge of sediment during

construction even if it means reducing the number of lots in the subdivision.

This report addresses some of the major issues concerning the project and does

not constitute a complete review of the Plans for permitting purposes.
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Sewage Disposal Review

This Team member was unable to attend the April 21, 2004 ERT meeting
regarding this project, however, he did a cursory review of the Smith &
Company plans dated March 5, 2004,

The following are his technical comments from his cursory review of the plans:

* This office has provided local health departments with recommendations on
siting new private wells to assure reasonable protection of the source of
supply. A May 7,1998 DPH memorandum contains the recommendation that
includes striving for having most or all of the well's protective radius to be
within the property bounds of the lot served.

» All foundation drains for the dwellings must discharge at a distance of at least

25 feet from the proposed subsurface sewage disposal systems.

» Locating subsurface sewage disposal systems within 50 feet up gradient of
roads that require soil cuts or drainage must be avoided. Lots 18, 27 and 39
have subsurface sewage disposal systems that are proposed to be installed less
than 50 feet up gradient of roads. Therefore soil cuts or drainage piping not

specified on Table 2C of the Technical Standards must be avoided.

* Any existing stone walls that act as drainage must be removed or relocated if
located within 50 feet down gradient of a proposed subsurface sewage disposal

system.

» Lot 32 has a proposed leaching system that is located 45 feet up gradient of a

possible foundation drain for the dwelling. A minimum of a 50 foot
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separation is required. In addition the septic tank and pump chamber must be
tested for watertightness since they are also located within 50 feet up gradient

of the foundation drain.

* The design calculations for the lot 15 system contains a typographical error

where the system spread provided is 88 L.F. and not 80 L.E.

* The length of individual leaching rows must not exceed 75 feet measured
from the inlet in systems without intermittent dosing. This should be
addressed in the final design plans for the proposed leaching systems on lots
17,18, and 19, o

The plans submitted demonstrate feasible locations for the subsurface sewage
disposal systems provided that all comments and concerns from both the
CTDOH office and the Pomperaug Health District are addressed.

The DOH - Environmental Engineering Section office is available to discuss any

of the above comments or any other sewage disposal concerns.



Planning Comments

Regional Plan of Conservation and Development for
the Central Naugatuck Valley

The Regional Plan of Conservation and Development of the Central Naugatuck
Valley way adopted Decemnber of 1998, The Regional Plan serves as a guide for the
prudent conservation and development of the Region. A key objective of the
plan is to encourage settlement patterns that reduce the rate of land

consumption in the region.

Based on the Future Land Use map (Figure 5) the proposed development site is ™ -
recommended for conservation as a Rural Area. The Regional Plan states that

any development in a Rural Area should respect natural resource and
environmental constraints and preserve the rural character of the area. Intensity
of development should be determined by the availability of infrastructure and
other appropriate support services. The Highland Estates development site also
contains several areas indicated as having severe environmental constraints
according to the Future Land Use map. The proposal indudes these areas within

the five open space areas proposed for the site.

Natural Respurce Constrainis

The Regional Plan lists four natural resource constraint classifications.
Classification is based on the soil composition, slope, presence of wetlands and
floodplains, and the presence of significant other natural resources. Based on
guidelines listed in Table 2, approximately 14% of the proposed site contains land
classified as having natural resource constraints prohibitive to development,
40% is severely constrained, 45% is moderately constrained, and less than 1% is
minimally constrained. The majority of areas with prohibitive and severe
natural resource constraints are contained within the proposed open space areas.

The thirty lots contain primarily moderately constrained land (Figure 6). The
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proposed Vista View Drive extension will pass through two areas classified as
having prohibitive natural resource constraints. The road will have to cross a
large area, located at the Bucks Hill Road entrance, classified as having a
prohibitive natural resource constraint. The brook at proposed Open Space Area
#3 1s within a much smaller area with a prohibitive constraint, and can be more

easily crossed wilh little disturbance.

On-site water supply wells and sewage disposal systems are proposed for the
Highland Estates development. The Regional Plan recommends a maximum
density of 0.5 units per acre for severely constrained areas and 0.7 units per acre
for moderately constrained areas. This would equate to lot sizes of 2.0 and 1.5
acres, respectively. The proposed lot #26, which has direct access from Bucks Hill
Road, may not be consistent with the guidelines for natural resource constraints
listed in the Regional Plan. The lot contains prohibitive and severely constrained

land and a further review of this lot is recommended.

The proposal includes individual on-site water supply wells and subsurface
sewage disposal systems for the thirty lots. The Regional Plan supports the use of
private water and sewer systems for rural areas, and encourages efforts to reduce
the impacts of sewer discharges. The Regional Flan also encourages settlement
patterns that reduce the rate of land consumption in the region and that preserve
open space. The proposed development, with lots ranging from 1.3 to 14.6 acres,
would have a low-density of development on the site. The proposal also
designates a considerable amount of land as open space. A majority of the open
space is contiguous and is adjacent to open space planned for the development
currently underway on Vista View Drive accessed from Strongtown Road (Route
188).
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Town of Southbury Zoning Regulations

The developers must ensure that Southbury's zoning regulations are adhered to.
The proposed development site is with an area zoned R-60 under Southbury's
current zoning regulations. Minimum lot area under the regulations is 60,000
square feet (1.38 acres). For interior lots, the minimum lot area is 90,000 square
feet (2.U/ acres) tor areas zoned R-60. Structures must be set back at least fifty feet

from any road and at least thirty feet from the property line.
Transportation: Traffic Generation

The Regional Plan recommends that land use development be coordinated with
transportation planning actions. The Regional Plan as well as the State Plan
recommends that intersections be as close to 90-degree angles as is possible. There
appears to be no obstructions or curves along Bucks Hill Road that would
prevent the intersection of Vista View Drive extension and Bucks Hill Road
from being designed for a 90-degree angle. The connection of the proposed Vista
View Drive extension with Vista View Drive (under construction) will allow
access to the development from Strongtown Road (Route 188). A large area north
of Interchange 16, along Strongtown Road (Route 188) is recommended in the

Fegional Plan as a Growth Area.

The Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) compiles traffic generation
statistics for a large database of land uses in Trip Generation 7 Edition. ITE
found that dwelling units that were large in size, more expensive, and further
away from the central business district had a higher rate of trip distribution. The
Highland Estates development would include homes of over 3,000 square feet
selling at prices well above the median home sales price for the region and for
Southbury. More trips would be expected than smaller, less expensive, single

family detached units.
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According to ITE statistics, the average detached single-family housing unit
generates 10 trips per day. The proposed 30-unit Highland Estates development
could be expected to generate at least 288 trips per day. The trips would be divided
between the two exits at Strongtown Road and Bucks Hill Road. A greater share

of traffic would enter and exit at Strongtown Road because of direcl access to -84

at Interchange 16.

Using ITE statistics, the development would generate 23 trips during the

morning weekday peak on Strongtown Road and 31 trips during the evening

peak. The peak hour for single family detached housing generally coincides with

the peak hour of the adjacent street traffic. Morning peak hour is between 7 a.m.

and 9 am. and evening peak is between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.

The greatest number of trips can be expected on Saturdays. 304 trips can be

expected on Saturday compared to 264 on Sunday. The following table provides a
breakdown, using ITE figures, of the directional distribution of expected trips

generated for the proposed 30-lot Highland Estates development.

Table 1- Trip Generation

Time Period and Expected Trips Expected Trips Expected Trips
Day Generated Entering Exiting
Entire Day, 288 144 144
Weekday
Entire Day, 304 152 152
Saturday
Entire Day, 264 132 132
Sunday
AM Peak Hour, 23 3 17
Weekday
M Peak Hour, 31 20 11
Weekday
Peak Hour, 28 15 13
Saturday
Peak Hour, 26 14 12
Sunday |
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The statistics indicate that the highest expected rate of traffic entering and exiting
Highland Estates would be 31 vehicles per hour, which would occur during the
weekday FM peak hour. The likelihood that the proposed development would

create congestion along Bucks Hill road or Strongtown Road is minimal.
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Table 2 - Natural Resource Summary Table

Development  Conservotien

Caonstraint  Opporfunity Tlefinitian Resoures Condition
Minlmal Linw Having only f2w or slight - Exces=ively drined soils

environmenlal constrains an
developmimt. Masl difficall to
conseree from development

Heving mestarate or localizad
sevEre Fenictions on
dzveloprnen which may be
awercoene with srviranmenlal
plenring, and mitigation,
DiEicull 1o consaree from
developmentl

Having same pavers or wery
severe limiladicns an
development which may be
difficult Lo overcome with
ervinomimental planning and
mitigetice. Presenl masy
onportunilies [ coneerve
impariant rabaral rescisrces snd
finetions.

Having anly severs of vey
severe |imittioes an
development. Feprisent areas
where iLis mast impeeant e
comsarve naboral resources and
funsiinns.

Well draied goals, less than L5%

Well drained sails, L5-25% sfap=
Well drained sails, high srasomal
waler table

Hardpan soils, bess than 15% slapes
Ehallow or rocky sodls, less than 15%

Floodplain (500-year, 0,29
probability)

Any sail with slopes in excess of 3584
Shallow or rocky soils, 15 10 253
slopes

Flardpan scils, 15 1 25% slapes
Herdpan soils, high seasonal woier
tahle

Waiercourses ard wilerbodias
Paariy drained soils {wetlands)
Floodplain (100-vear, 1,0%
pratubdliny)
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Archaeological Review

The Office of State Archaeology (OSA) and the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) have reviewed the State of Connecticut Archaeological Site Files and
Maps, which show no known archaeological sites within the proposed project
area. However, well-drained soils adjacent to the wetland systems within the
project area suggest a moderate-to-high sensitivity for undiscovered prehistoric
Native American sites. In addition, the steep slopes of the central and eastern
portions of the project area have the potential for rockshelter sites. This
settlement type is associated with prehistoric Native Americans utilizing
outcrops of bedrock as natural shelters during economic rounds of hunting and

gathering. Blasting of ledge areas could have an adverse effect on these potential

cultural resources,

The Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office and Office of State
Archaeology reconunends that a reconnaissance survey be professionally
undertaken in order to locate, evaluate and responsibly consider all
archaeological resources as an integral component of the local decision-making
processes. All archaeological studies must be carried out pursuant to the

Environmental Review Primer for Connecticut's Archaeological Resources.

The OAS and SHPO Offices are prepared to offer the Town of Southbury and the
applicant any technical assistance in conducting the recommended survey. In
addition, we would be pleased to provide a list of qualified archeological

consultants,
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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 Concern

Species at the site in question.

Natural Diversity Data Bast information includes all information regarding
critical biologic resources available to us at the time of the request. This
information is a compilation of data collected over the years by the
Environmental and Geographic Information 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 substituted for on-site surveys
required [or envirviunental 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.

Please 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.



Aquatic Resources

Site Description

The 30 lot Highland Estates-Section 2 residential subdivision is proposed for
development on a 145.9-acre parcel located between Bucks Hill Road and
Strongtown Road; the site is bounded northerly be Interstate 84. The parcel is
bisected by a 2,700+ foot segment of an unnamed stream that is a tributary to the
Eight Mile Brook (Basin#: 6023). The unnamed stream is contained in a channel
that is roughly 15 feet in top of bank width and has normal flow depths that average
approximately 9 inches. The channel is of a moderate grade with surface flow
predominated by shallow riffle interspersed by deep moving pool. Stream substrate
is composed of small boulder, cobble, gravel, coarse sand, and sand-silt fines.
Wetlands and several minor (possibly intermittent) watercourses supplement flow

to the unnamed stream.

Hardwoods and woody shrubs predominate as riparian vegetation along the stream
on the Highland Estates-Section 2 site. The vegetation provides the stream with a
nearly complete overhead cover. Physical in-stream habitat is provided by the water
depth in pools, undercut banks, boulder groupings and fallen or overhanging
riparian vegetation. The watershed of the unnamed stream remains primarily
forested with limited residential housing. The limited development to date
provides a means of maintaining the streams' water quality. The Department of
Environmental Protection classifies the unnamed stream as Class A surface waters.
Designated uses for surface water of this classification are potential public drinking
water supply, fish and wildlife habitat, recreational use, agricultural and industrial

supply, and other purposes.



31

Aquatic Habitats and Resources

The unnamed stream would be classified as coldwater based upon its physical
characteristics. The Inland Fisheries Division has never conducted fish surveys of
the stream however, streams of similar physical characteristics in the immediate
area that had been surveyed were found to contain fish populations composed of

brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalus) and blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus).

The unnamed stream had a clear, low flow during the April 21, 2004 field review;
this offered an ideal condition for a visual assay of both instream habitat and living
resources. Neither brook trout, blacknose dace nor any other fish species were
apparent. Macroinvertebrate sampling conducted by George Logan (Rema Ecological
Services, LLC) and reported May 3, 2004 in Preliminary Environmenta gsste f
- Proposed Subdivision at Highland Estates, Sectipn 2 revealed an aquatic insect
community enly of those species tolerant of impaired water quality; the total
number of individuals in the entire community was reported to be “relatively low"
It is theorized that the limited (or completely absent) fish community and the poor
species richness of the macroinvertebrate community may be caused by stormwater
runoff directed to the stream from Interstate 84. Additional investigations are

warranted to refute or support this hypothesis.
Impacts

Although there will be a marked change in land use on the Highland Estates-
Section 2 site, the unnamed stream will be afforded protection given the following

measures:

* A total of 42.1 acres in five areas of the site will remain as open space. Plot plans
indicate the largest open space will be two contiguous area (Open Space #2 and
Open Space #3) along the corridor of the unnamed stream. Within these two
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areas, a riparian buffer in excess of 150 feet will be maintained along both
streambanks. The preservation of the stream's riparian corridor will best
maintain its ability to act as a “filter” to prevent off-site discharge of sediments,
nutrients, fertilizers, and other non-point source pollutants from the proposed
house lots and access ways to the unnamed stream. Such non-point source

pollutants can degrade habitat and water quality.

* A 138-foot long, clear span bridge is proposed to cross the unnamed stream to
provide roadway access to a portion of the site. The span is to be installed in close
proximity to an existing woods road crossing. The span abutments will be
constructed in uplands along the stream; this will allow the wetland corridor
along the stream to remain intact. The Inland Fisheries Division routinely
recommends the installation of span bridges for the crossing of perennial
watercourses. These structures best preserve physical aquatic habitat and do not

create barriers to fish migration.

Recommendations

In effort to further eliminate the potential for impacts to the unnamed stream, it is
recommended that the following measures be incorporated into the design of the

proposed Highland Estates-Section 2 residential subdivision:

1. Institute a phased development of the site with the access road, bridge, and

completely functional stormwater management system installed initially.

2. Establish comprehensive erosion and sediment control plans with mitigative
measures (detention-infiltration/water quality basins, haybales, silt fence, etc.) to be
installed prior to and maintained through all phases of site development. Land
clearing and other disturbance should be kept to a minimum with all disturbed

areas being protected from storm events and be restabilized in a timely manner.



3. Limit regulated activities adjacent to riparian buffer zones to historic low
precipitation periods of the year. Reduced precipitation periods of summer to early
fall provide the least hazardous conditions when working near aquatic

environments.

33



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 land-
scape 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 involved in the review of a wide range of significant land use
activities including subdivisions, sanitary landfills, 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 Conserva-
tion 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
thelandowner/developer allowing the Team to enter the property for the purposes of a review
and astatementidentifying the specific areas of concern the Team members should investigate.
When this request is reviewed by the local Conservation District and approved by the King's
Mark RC&TD 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.



