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May 5, 2021

Hingham Conservation Commission
210 Central Street
Hingham, MA 02043

Subject: South Shore Country Club Maintenance Facility, 274 South Street

Dear Commissioners:

This is to advise that we have reviewed the following documents, prepared by Pare
Corporation (Pare) related to the Notice of Intent application submitted for the subject project:

• Site Plan – South Shore Country Club Maintenance Facility (14 sheets), revised April 28,
2021

• Stormwater Management Report, dated April 2021
• Response to Comments letter, dated April 22, 2021

After reviewing the above documents we had a discussion and exchanged a number of emails
with Mr. Jim Jackson, P.E. of Pare (copy attached) related to additional comments and
clarifications. Mr. Jackson provided responses to our additional comments and questions as well
as revised HydroCAD calculations.

The documents have been prepared to address comments contained in our April 15, 2021
letter to the Commission along with the additional comments transmitted via email. Below are
our original comments in plain text followed by the current status of each in bold text.

1. Four test pits have been excavated on site with two in the vicinity of the proposed
bioretention area (TP-1 and TP-2). The test pit log indicates that ground grade at TP-1
was at El. 22.9 and seasonal high groundwater was found at a depth of 35 inches, or EL.
19.98. The bioretention area design is based on providing two feet of separation from
seasonal high groundwater and the Bioretention Detail on Sheet C5.1 indicates that
seasonal high groundwater is at El. 19.5. The bottom of the bioretention area is proposed
at El. 21.5, however, it should be at El. 21.98 to provide the required two feet of
separation. Addressed – the bottom of the bioretention area and sediment forebay
have been raised six inches to provide the required separation. The mounding
analysis indicates that the groundwater mound will not rise into the bioretention
area.

2. Test pits TP-1 and TP-2 in the vicinity of the bioretention area indicate soil textures below
the top and subsoil to vary from loamy and silty sand to coarse sand. The infiltration rate
through the bioretention area used in the HydroCAD model is the rate associated with
sand (8.27 in./hr.). The rate should be based on the less permeable (most restrictive)
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material (loamy sand) which has an infiltration rate of 2.41 in./hr. Addressed – the
revised calculations use the 2.41 inches per hour infiltration rate.

3. The bioretention area and sediment forebay should be modeled as separate ponds. The
current HydroCAD model has the entire bottom area of the combined sediment forebay
and bioretention area as infiltrating. Sediment forebays are not supposed to recharge
groundwater (infiltrate). In addition to modeling the forebay and bioretention area as
separate ponds, the sediment forebay should be designed to have a semi-impervious
bottom. In our experience twelve inches or more of loam/topsoil provides the semi-
impervious material. Addressed – the bioretention area and sediment forebay have
been modeled separately as requested. The sediment forebay is designed to infiltrate
and we find this to be acceptable since the upstream BMP’s provide the required
44% total suspended solids removal prior to infiltration.

4. The bioretention soil mixture should include 40% sand, 20-30% topsoil and 30-40%
compost in accordance with the MassDEP SMS. The compost is the material that treats
the stormwater and only 3-5% is specified on the plans. Addressed – the specification
for the soil mixture has been revised as requested.

5. The landscaping plans show proposed trees on the berm around the perimeter of the
bioretention area. Trees should not be planted on the berm as they may compromise the
integrity of the berm as they grow and establish root systems (an uprooted tree can create
a hole through the berm). We recommend only grasses on the berm. Addressed – the
revised Landscape Plan, Sheet LP2.0 shows only grasses to be planted on the berm of
the sediment forebay and bioretention area.

6. The stormwater flow to the catch basin that will be replaced is much greater than the catch
basin can convey. The calculations show that a puddle forms around the catch basin
during the 1-year storm and greater. The HydroCAD model is set up with an overflow
from the catch basin over a 100 foot long weir and then across the grass to the wetland.
There will not be a 100 foot long weir and overflow from the catch basin will concentrate,
likely forming a channel that will be susceptible to erosion. We recommend a grass lined
swale, with check dams, from the catch basin to the discharge location of the overflow
pipe from the bioretention area. The swale and check dams should be designed to reduce
velocity and prevent scour. We also recommend that the catch basin have a double grate
so that it can pass additional flow. In the response Pare advises that there is no work
proposed in this area except for replacement of the catch basin to provide better
stormwater treatment and that there does not appear to be erosion under existing
conditions so they don’t expect erosion in the proposed conditions. In our email of
May 3rd we added that our concern was focused mostly on channelization of
stormwater and the potential for erosion adjacent to the proposed berm for the
forebay and bioretention area. In his May 5th response, Mr. Jackson stated that they
“will work to establish grass promptly to reduce the potential for erosion. The intent
is to maintain existing conditions regarding this catch basin with the overflow
dispersed on the field and flowing to the stream. There is potential to improve the
drainage conditions in future projects when the pool is removed and better
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stormwater systems can be installed for the upper parking lot.” Should the
Commission approve the project we recommend a condition requiring that any
erosion downstream of this catch basin is to be repaired immediately after it is
discovered.

7. All impervious surfaces are modeled as pavement in the HydroCAD models. The models
should separate roof impervious from the pavement impervious area so that the required
water quality volume may be accurately calculated (roof impervious is considered clean
runoff and is not required to be treated). We recommend that all proposed pavement
tributary to the bioretention area be included in the required WQV calculation to improve
the overall quality of stormwater runoff. Addressed – the roof and pavement surfaces
have been separated as requested.

8. The Stormwater Operation and Maintenance Plan – Long Term Pollution Prevention Plan
(LTPPP) included in the Stormwater Management Report includes generic/sample
checklists for stormwater basins and bioretention areas from the Rhode Island Stormwater
Design and Installation Standards Manual. The LTPPP should include an inspection
log/checklist that is prepared specifically for this project and the BMP’s proposed (deep
sump catch basins, proprietary treatment units, sediment forebay, bioretention area, riprap
outlet, etc.). Addressed – the LTPPP now includes checklists specific to the BMP’s
proposed on the project.

9. Under Standard 8 in the MassDEP Checklist for Stormwater Report the box is checked
indicating that a Construction Period Pollution Prevention and Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan is included in the Stormwater Report. However, there is no such plan
included in the Stormwater Management Report. The Checklist for Stormwater Report
has been revised so that this box is not checked. Should the Commission approve the
project we suggest that submission of the Construction Period Pollution Prevention
and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan is required prior to construction.

10. There is a Precast Concrete Oil Water Separator detail on Sheet C5.3. We assume this is
the detail for the deep sump catch basins. The detail shows a hood but it is not specified.
We recommend The Eliminator, Snout or similar plastic hood. The detail should also
specify a catch basin frame and grate and we recommend the Massachusetts Municipal
Standard square hole grate1 rather than the bar grate specified. Addressed – in the
response Pare advised that the detail is for the structure for the wash down area and
they have added a catch basin and hood details to the plans.

11. The overflow outlet from the bioretention area discharges through a flared end section
(FES). There is no specification for the FES but we assume that it is meant to be high-
density polyethylene (HDPE) since the drain pipe is proposed to be HDPE. For durability
we recommend the FES to be reinforced concrete (HDPE pipe can be mortared into a
reinforced concrete FES). Addressed – the FES is to be reinforced concrete and a
detail of a reinforced concrete FES has been added to the plans.

1 East Jordan Iron Works Model 0MA552000075.





5/5/2021 Amory Engineers, P.C. Mail - 274 South Street, Hingham

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=e986a01bf9&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1698923716512556625&dsqt=1&simpl=msg-f%3A1698… 1/4

Pat Brennan <pbrennan@amoryengineers.com>

274 South Street, Hingham 

Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com> Wed, May 5, 2021 at 9:04 AM
To: Pat Brennan <pbrennan@amoryengineers.com>, "Fournier, Loni" <fournierl@hingham-ma.gov>
Cc: "Charles Lis, Heather" <LisH@hingham-ma.gov>, "Whalen, Kevin" <whalenk@hingham-ma.gov>, "Frey, JR"
<freyj@hingham-ma.gov>

Good morning Loni & Pat, Attached is a revised plan set that includes the revised sediment bay detail on C5.2. I
responded to Pat’s comments below.

 

Jim

 

From: Pat Brennan <pbrennan@amoryengineers.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 2:19 PM 
To: Fournier, Loni <fournierl@hingham-ma.gov>; Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com> 
Cc: Charles Lis, Heather <LisH@hingham-ma.gov>; Whalen, Kevin <whalenk@hingham-ma.gov>; Frey, JR
<freyj@hingham-ma.gov> 
Subject: Re: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

 [EXTERNAL]

Thank you Loni.

 

Jim,

 

Some additional comments/clarifications that would be good to have addressed before I issue a follow-up letter:

In regard to my comment related to the overflow from the existing catch basin that is to be replaced:  While I
understand that the flow will be essentially the same as existing, my concern is that it will form a channel adjacent
to the berm for the forebay and bioretention basin and that is where there is potential for erosion, especially since
that area will be bare loam until grass is established. We understand the concern and will work to establish grass
promptly to reduce the potential for erosion. The intent is to maintain the current conditions regarding this catch
basin with the overflow dispersed on the field and flowing to the stream. There is potential to improve the drainage
conditions in future projects when the pool is removed and better stormwater systems can be installed for the
upper parkinglot.  
I haven't received a revised landscape plan showing that there will not be trees on the berm of the forebay/basin.
The attached plan set includes the revised landscape plans.
The forebay detail needs to be revised to specify the bottom elevation to be 24. The attached plan set includes the
revised detail on C5.2.
I'll recommend a condition requiring submission of the construction period pollution prevention plan prior to
construction.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thank you,

 

Pat

 

mailto:pbrennan@amoryengineers.com
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https://www.google.com/maps/search/274+South+Street,+Hingham?entry=gmail&source=g
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Patrick G. Brennan, P.E. 
Amory Engineers, P.C. 
25 Depot Street, PO Box 1768 
Duxbury, MA 02331 
p 781-934-0178 
c 781-799-0279 
pbrennan@amoryengineers.com 
Website:  www.amoryengineers.com

 

 

On Mon, May 3, 2021 at 2:04 PM Fournier, Loni <fournierl@hingham-ma.gov> wrote:

Hi Pat,

I just wanted to send you a quick note to stress that you’re not obligated to review this new information in time for
the meeting tonight.

 

Our Policy on Receipt of Information states that 1) additional information related to staff comments must be in hand
by the Monday noon (a minimum of 7 days) prior to the meeting and 2) peer review revisions are due two weeks
before the meeting. The revised materials that we (staff) received last Thursday, 4/29, and these materials do not
meet these deadlines. While we, collectively, do our best to review revised materials as quickly as possible, fulfilling
that effort in a matter of hours before the start of a meeting hardly seems reasonable.

 

We have not drafted conditions for this project, so it is very unlikely to be approved tonight. My Chair has requested
that they continue, given the ongoing review, but they have not agreed as of yet.

 

Best,

Loni

 

From: Jim Jackson [mailto:JJackson@parecorp.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 1:17 PM 
To: pbrennan@amoryengineers.com 
Cc: Fournier, Loni <fournierl@hingham-ma.gov>; Charles Lis, Heather <LisH@hingham-ma.gov>; Whalen, Kevin
<whalenk@hingham-ma.gov>; Frey, JR <freyj@hingham-ma.gov> 
Subject: FW: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

Hi Patrick, Attached is revised HydroCAD to respond to your comment. Sorry for the delay in our response. Please let
me know if you have any other comments.

 

Jim

 

From: Gene L’Heureux <glheureux@parecorp.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 1:03 PM 
To: Chris Webber <CWebber@parecorp.com>; Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com> 
Subject: RE: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

mailto:pbrennan@amoryengineers.com
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mailto:whalenk@hingham-ma.gov
mailto:freyj@hingham-ma.gov
https://www.google.com/maps/search/274+South+Street?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:glheureux@parecorp.com
mailto:CWebber@parecorp.com
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https://www.google.com/maps/search/274+South+Street?entry=gmail&source=g
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I have updated the detail to match the proposed elevations and the hydroCAD to not include any underground storage
for the Sediment Forebay.  Here are the updated Reports.  I have also attached the updated table from the stormwater
report below.

 

 

From: Chris Webber <CWebber@parecorp.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 10:58 AM 
To: Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com>; Gene L’Heureux <glheureux@parecorp.com> 
Subject: RE: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

Gene,

 

If you could take the lead on this I’d appreciate it, let me know if you have any questions.

 

-Chirs

 

From: Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 10:55 AM 
To: Chris Webber <CWebber@parecorp.com>; Gene L’Heureux <glheureux@parecorp.com> 
Subject: FW: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

Chris & Gene, Can you address this comment, we have the concomm meeting tonight and need to respond soon.

 

From: Pat Brennan <pbrennan@amoryengineers.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 12:59 PM 
To: Jim Jackson <JJackson@parecorp.com> 
Cc: Fournier, Loni <fournierl@hingham-ma.gov>; Charles Lis, Heather <LisH@hingham-ma.gov>; Frey, JR
<freyj@hingham-ma.gov> 
Subject: 274 South Street, Hingham

 

 [EXTERNAL]

Hi Jim,
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I'm going through your response to comments and revised documents for the South Shore Country Club project.  I'll go
along with the infiltration through the forebay since you have the minimum required 44% TSS removal upstream with
the deep-sump hooded catch basins and proprietary units.  However, I realized that the calculated storage volume for
the forebay and bioretention basin are incorrect.  The only storage below El. 24 in the bioretention basin is the void
space in the media (40%) and there is no storage volume below El. 24 in the forebay - they are modeled as if they are
open basins two feet deeper.  Would you make that change and resend me the post-development HydroCAD pages
(or the HydroCAD file)?  Also, the Sediment Forebay Detail on Sheet C5.2 still shows the bottom El. at 23.5.

 

Thanks,

 

Pat

 

Patrick G. Brennan, P.E. 
Amory Engineers, P.C. 
25 Depot Street, PO Box 1768 
Duxbury, MA 02331 
p 781-934-0178 
c 781-799-0279 
pbrennan@amoryengineers.com 
Website:  www.amoryengineers.com

Plan Set.pdf 
18665K
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