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April 28, 2021 

 

Ms. Heather Charles Lis 

Assistant Conservation Officer 

Town of Hingham 

210 Central Street 

Hingham, MA 02043 

 

Re: South Shore Country Club  

Response to Town of Hingham, Conservation Commission Comments 

 Pare Project No. 21005.00 

 

Dear Ms. Lis: 

 

Pare Corporation (Pare) received Town of Hingham Conservation Commission comments in an email dated April 

16, 2021 regarding the South Shore Country Club project at 274 South Street. On behalf of the Town of Hingham, 

Pare has provided the following point by point responses to each of the Conservation Commission’s comments. 

 

Additionally, Pare provides the responses below your review comments: 

 

PLANS 

 

1. COMMENT: The cover sheet notes the plan revision as 3/22/21, however for clarity the revision 

date should be noted in the revision block on individual plans as well. 

 

RESPONSE: A date of April 28, 2021 has been added to the title block. 

 

 

2. COMMENT: Please submit one hard copy of the plans and other materials submitted on 3/22/21, 

and any future revisions as well, to our office. Just a reminder that all plans and 

documents should be stamped and signed by the appropriate professional(s). 

 

RESPONSE: Hard copies of the documents will be delivered to the Conservation Commission on 

April 29, 2021. 

 

 

EROSION & SEDIMENTATION CONTROL 

 

1. COMMENT: I am still seeing the E&SC line shown as overlaid across the back left (SW) corner of 

the existing office building, as opposed to going around the building, with enough 

room to demo, etc. This is on all the plans where the erosion controls are visible. 

 

RESPONSE: The E&SC line has been revised. 
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STORMWATER 

 

1. COMMENT: I agree with the peer review comments, which should be addressed to the satisfaction 

of the Commission. 

 

RESPONSE: The peer reviewers comments have been addressed and response was submitted in our 

April 22, 2021 letter. 

 

2. COMMENT: Please provide a specific revision date for any future revisions of the Stormwater 

Report to avoid confusion. The initial and revised reports both say March 2021. 

. 

RESPONSE: The report date has been revised to April 28, 2021. 

 

 

3. COMMENT: For the drip edge infiltration trench, I typically don’t see less than 1’ proposed for this 

type of BMP. Is the shallower depth of 6” due to site conditions or the location adjacent 

to the bioretention area? Or could the depth be increased for better infiltration? 

 

RESPONSE: The detail has been revised to 1 foot deep. 

 

 

4. COMMENT: The Commission is likely to want additional information on why it is not practical to 

collect the runoff from the southern end of the site, or provide any improvement here, 

to ensure the applicable stormwater standards are met to the maximum extent 

practicable. 

 

RESPONSE: The intent is to collect all site run-off with the exception of the cart path run-off on the 

southern side of the site, this meets and exceeds the State Stormwater requirements. 

Collection and treatment of the cart path run-off would require construction of 

stormwater systems within the fifty foot wetland buffer.    

 

 

5. COMMENT: TSS. The Details 2 (C5.2) specifies the STC-4800 and STC-11000 for the WQS but 

the response to comments and Stormwater Report reference multiple options. Have 

final units been determined and can you provide certification data for these two 

proposed units? Certification data needs to show a specific TSS removal rate, based 

on third party testing. 

 

RESPONSE: We are proposing the Stormceptor STC-4800 and STC-11000 and have included 

information for these structures in the Stormwater Report. The project will be a publicly 

bid project and the contractor may request to substitute equal water quality structures 

from a different vendor therefore we have included information for Vortsentry and 

Downstream Defender structures in the Stormwater Report.   

 

6. COMMENT: O&M Plan. Catch basins should be inspected and cleaned 4x/year per the Stormwater 

Handbook, as opposed to 2x/year, though I appreciate that spring and fall are noted as 

required times. WQS-2 is mistakenly labeled as WQS-3. Water quality units need to 

be added to the beginning of the plan, and the plan will also need to be updated with 

manufacturer specifications for the selected water quality units. 
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RESPONSE: The O&M plan has been updated to quarterly inspections and the WQS’s have been 

corrected. Manufacturer’s specifications and O&M information will be added to the plan 

when the manufacturers are determined during construction. 

 

 

BUFFER ZONE IMPACTS, MITIGATION AND LANDSCAPING 

 

1. COMMENT: My previous comment regarding the impervious area calculations in Table 1 was 

requesting a breakdown by type of impervious area. The narrative does describe 

generally which areas were included in the calculations, which may be sufficient for 

the Commission. 

 

RESPONSE: Please see attached Buffer Impact Tables for a breakdown of the existing and proposed 

impervious areas by type. 

 

 

2. COMMENT: Thank you for providing some specific details on the invasive management control 

methods. Please also include information on whether the intention is to continue this 

treatment over multiple growing seasons, as is typically necessary, and if methods may 

vary in future years, for example for smaller regrowth. Ideally a standalone document 

should be provided with all invasive management details for approval, or this could 

be conditioned. Note that the Commission will likely condition that this work be 

overseen by a wetland scientist or other appropriate professional. 

 

RESPONSE: The applicant understands that ongoing monitoring and maintenance for control of 

invasive species in the buffer restoration area will likely be conditioned into the Order. 

Observation of the buffer restoration construction and annual post-construction 

monitoring will be completed by wetland scientist.  The applicant acknowledges that the 

Commission may condition that details for invasive species management be provided 

for approval, however the specific management protocol will be dictated by the 

conditions and species encountered during the post-construction monitoring period.   

  
 

3. COMMENT: The ‘October Glory’ cultivar of the Red Maples is still noted on L2.0, as opposed to 

the straight species. 

 

 

RESPONSE: Straight species Red Maple is now shown. 
 

 

4. COMMENT: The seed mix you are proposing sounds good for the restoration areas. A different seed 

mix is likely necessary for the bioretention basin. Please include the various seed mix 

specifications on the landscape plans. 

 

RESPONSE: We have added a legend showing the 3 seed mix limits and what those mixes include. 
 

5. COMMENT: Please have the RLA stamp L1.0 and L2.0 as well. 
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RESPONSE: All landscape plans have been stamped. 
 

 

6. COMMENT: The tree removals in the 100ft buffer do not appear to be accurate on LP1.0, when 

compared to L1.0, and based on the proposed work on other plans. There is a cluster 

of 4 trees to be removed at the western end of the area to be grubbed and one tree in 

the invasive vegetation area to be removed, so the total should be 15 trees to be 

removed from the 100ft buffer. 

 

RESPONSE: The 5 trees mentioned above are now reflected to be removed. 
 

 

7. COMMENT: The tree replacements on LP2.0 should be adjusted according to the last comment (i.e. 

15 replantings for 100ft buffer). In light of the peer review engineer comments 

regarding trees on the berm around the bioretention area, please consider alternative 

locations. I would suggest plantings in existing lawn areas to the north of the proposed 

work area in the buffer zone, prioritizing areas closer to the BVW/stream. 

 

RESPONSE: Trees have been removed from the berm and relocated in the existing lawn area as 
suggested 

 

PHASING 

 

1. COMMENT: Thank you for providing phasing plans. The Commission may want to see Phase 2 in 

plan form as well. 

 

RESPONSE: If the budget allows the complete project would be completed as Phase 2. 

 

 

2. COMMENT: Given the phasing, as well as the overall scope of the work, and the restoration areas, 

a construction sequence should be provided. 

 

 

RESPONSE:  All erosion and sedimentation controls will be completed before commencing work. 

Stormwater systems will be roughed in and then building and utility construction will 

proceed.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

PARE CORPORATION 

 

 

 

James A. Jackson, P.E.  

Managing Engineer 
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Table 1: Overall Project Buffer Zone Impact Summary  

Buffer 
Zone 

Total Area 
in LOD (sf) Proposed sf Impervious Existing sf Impervious Change sf Impervious 

0-50' 2,625* 675 SF (paved) 
1,082 (32 SF roof,  
1,050 SF gravel) 

-407 (-32 SF roof,  
-375 SF paved/gravel) 

50-
100'  

16,469 
9,005 (4,361 SF roof,  

4,644 paved) 
6,180 (1,500 SF roof,  

4,680 SF gravel) 
+2,825 (+2,861 SF roof, -

36 SF paved/gravel) 

Total 19,094 
9,680 (4,361 roof,  

5,319 paved) 
7,262 (1,532 SF roof,  

5,730 SF gravel) 
+2,418 (+2,829 SF roof, 
-411 SF paved/gravel) 

*Does not include mitigation area 

 

Table 2: Phase 1 Buffer Zone Impact Summary 

Buffer 
Zone 

Total Area 
in LOD (sf) Proposed sf Impervious Existing sf Impervious Change sf Impervious 

0-50' 587* 0 160 gravel ** -160 gravel** 

50-
100'  

9,519 
4,648  (2,066 SF roof,  

2,582 SF paved) 
3,794 (gravel) 

+854 (+2,066 SF roof,  
-1,212 SF paved/gravel) 

Total 10,106 
4,648  (2,066 SF roof,  

2,582 SF paved) 
3,954 (gravel) 

+694 (+2,066 SF roof,  
-1,372 paved/gravel) 

*Does not include mitigation area 
**gravel surface to be removed from mitigation area 
 
 
 
 


