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January 24, 2020 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

TO: New Bedford Conservation Commission  

 

cc: C. Farland, Farland Corp. S. Syde – DPI  

 

FROM: Sarah Porter, Conservation Agent 

 

Re:   SE:49-0831 Parallel Products glass recycling facility and rail siding 

 

The following comments are provided upon review of the following documents and plans: 

 

• Response letter dated 1/10/2020   

• Plans revised dated 1/10/2020 (sheets 1 through 26 of 26) prepared by Farland Corp. 

 

Some of my comments are repeated from my 11/4/2019 comments as they were not addressed by the 

applicant’s engineer.  In addition, the applicant did not respond to K. P. Law’s comments of 11/14/2019, 

so relevant comments from their letter have been added to this comment letter.   

 

 

1. The schematic cross section of the wetland replication area does not provide the estimated 

seasonal high water table elevation.   
 

2. If the base elevation of the wetland replication area is at el. 76’ then the amount of wetland 

replication proposed may be less than what is stated. Nitsch is going to calculate the amount of 

wetland replication area that is at el. 76’.    
 

3. The amount of wetland impact has decreased to 4,095 s.f. from 4,910 s.f.  for the wetland 

crossings.  However, when comparing the plans of 01/10/2020 to the 9/13/2019 plans, the plan 

view and the cross section are the same and therefore it is not apparent where decrease in wetland 

impact has occurred.   
 

4. The eastern open box culvert is at elevation 75.5 which is lower than the existing wetland at this 

location.  Spot elevations in the wetlands should be provided at either end of both culverts to 

ensure the proposed culvert elevations are correct.  
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5. As commented in the K.P. Law letter of 11/14/2019 correspondence: because the wetland 

crossings will isolate areas of BVW by essentially building a wall with culverts, it is appropriate to 

ask the applicant to conduct an evaluation of impacts created to the wetland areas south of the 

crossing.  
 

6. As commented in the K.P. Law letter of 11/14/2019 correspondence: there is no information on 

the sizing of the culverts and why they were selected.  This is of utmost importance, especially 

considering the site is within a Zone X of the floodplain.  As we are experiencing increased 

precipitation rates it will be important to ensure that the wetlands throughout drain as they do 

under existing conditions.      
 

7. Another comment from the 11/14/2019 K.P. Law letter: No geotechnical borings were supplied to 

determine if the roadway (railroad) would function as designed.  These borings should be supplied 

and reviewed by a geotechnical engineer to ensure the roadway (railroad) will not fail and cause 

more impacts to the resource area.     

 

8. Sheet 23 states that the temporarily disturbed wetlands (adjacent to the permanent wetland impacts 

from the rail crossings) will be restored with wetland soils/ seed mix as described on Sheet 17.  

Sheet 17 no longer has the note on it which pertains to the temporary wetland disturbance.  The 

temporarily disturbed wetlands need to be seeded with a wetland seed mix and the specs should be 

provided for this seed mix. Additionally, at least a 6” depth of organic rich topsoil should be used 

to restore the surface of the temporarily impacted wetland areas prior to seeding.   

 

9. According to LEC, the soils to be used in the replication area consist of an organic rich topsoil. A 

definition of organic rich topsoil is needed.  The response letter from Farland states the specs for 

the soil has been added to the plans.  However, I could not find them.   
 

10. The Planting tables for the wetland replication area, the riverfront area and the stormwater pocket 

wetland have been removed from the 1/10/2020 plan set.   These need to be placed back on the 

plans. 

 

11. There are numerous places where the 25’No Disturb Zone has been encroached upon. A list of the 

locations is as follows: 

• A portion of the eastern side of Photovoltaic Canopy #2 and the erosion controls  

encroach into the 25’ No Disturb Zone.  This area is currently forested.   

• A portion of the eastern side of the proposed side bunker building w/ roof mounted solar 

array and the erosion controls encroach into the 25’ No Disturb Zone.  This area 

currently has a walkway located within the 25’ No Disturb Zone which would be 

removed for the proposed bunker building. 

• The edge of the entire proposed stormwater wetland is within the 25’ No Disturb Zone. 

The stormwater wetland should be pulled back to allow for the 25’ No Disturb Zone to 

remain intact. The only area where the 25’ No Disturb should be disturbed is where the 

spillway is located.   

•   The erosion controls along the northern edge of the rail siding encroach into the 25’ No 

Disturb Zone on Sheet 13.   

• On sheet 14, the rail encroaches into the 25’ No Disturb Zone in the vicinity of Wetland 

Flags TEC A 89 through TEC A 95.   
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All efforts should be made to minimize these encroachments.  The applicant should address each of these 

encroachments and explain how the design can/cannot be modified to avoid impacts to the 25’ No Disturb 

Zone.  It should be noted that disturbance to the 25’ No Disturb Zone for stormwater management devices 

is usually limited to spillways.  The Commission does not normally permit wholesale disturbance of the 

25’ No Disturb Zone for stormwater management devices.   

 

12. A wall is proposed along the northern edge of the rail siding on Sheet 13.  A detail needs to be 

provided for this.  In some areas only 2’ separates the wall from the erosion controls which border 

the wetlands.  As shown there does not appear to be enough room to install the wall footings 

without disturbing the wetlands.   

 

13. The stone slope protection detail shows rip rap, railroad ballast and geotextile fabric extending 

under the perennial stream.  If this detail is accurate than a natural stream bed should be proposed 

while still maintaining the low flow substrate elevation.      

 

 

 

 

 

 


