
































































WETLANDS NARRATIVE 

NEAR 60 BASS CREEK ROAD FAIRHAVEN, MA 

By Frederick J. Geisel 

 

Wetlands Narrative 

The site is adjacent to a wooded wetlands resource area on the Southern 

end of West Island. The site is within FEMA Flood Zone VE Elevation 20.  

The site and surrounding area are at an approximate elevation of 18. 

(NAVD88).  

Wetlands Delineation 

All of the wetlands were delineated during the last two weeks of June 2020. 

Wetlands along Bass Creek Road: There is a previously identified small 

wetlands area at the intersection of Fir Street and Bass creek Road. There 

is a drainage ditch along the westerly side of Bass Creek Road whose 

principal purpose is to conduct rainfall runoff. This ditch connects the 

aforementioned wetlands to a much larger wetlands in the area of 

Dogwood Street and Cottonwood Street.  Because this ditch connects two 

wetland areas it is considered an intermittent stream and is a wetlands 

resource area and has been delineated by wetlands flags BC 100- BC 104. 

The edge of the wetlands was delineated at the top of the bank of the 

intermittent stream where Red Maple saplings are present. 

Wetlands along Dogwood Street from intersection of Bass Creek 

Road: 

The wooded wetland area was delineated based on the following criteria:  

 50% or more wetland indicator plants 

 Saturated and /or inundated conditions – some saturated soils 

 Groundwater 

 Terrain 

 Direct Observation  

 Hydric soil indicators  



Traditional transects were not possible due to the dense almost 

impenetrable vegetation.  Initially, a rough wetlands boundary line was laid 

out and vegetation cut back to create a pathway to allow delineation.  

The identified wetlands were consistent in having moderate to large flat 

expanses of Sphagnum Moss with little tree growth and saturated 

conditions.  The uplands were significantly higher terrain with Cat 

Greenbriar pervasive and substantial White Ash, Oak and Maple trees. No 

groundwater was observed in any of the upland soil samples, generally 

taken to a depth of 18 inches. 

BC1/ BC2 – Edge of intermittent stream / drainage ditch connecting from 

BC104 to larger wetland to the West.  

BC3 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 2.5 YR 2.5/2 

Vegetation: Sphagnum Moss in herbaceous layer, lack of trees. Soil 

saturation present.                                       

BC3 – Upland:   Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 5 YR 4/4                               

Vegetation: Cat Greenbriar, Striped Maple saplings & trees, rise in 

elevation 1.5 -2 ft. No soil saturation or groundwater present in top 24”.  

BC5/6 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 2.5 YR 2.5/2 

Vegetation: Large expanse of Sphagnum Moss in herbaceous layer lack of 

trees.   Soil saturation present.                                       

BC5/6 – Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 10 YR 4/2 Vegetation: 

Vegetation: Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Ash and Striped Maples 

predominate.  Rise in elevation 1.5 – 2 ft above wetland. 

BC8 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 10YR 3/2 B Layer 2.5 YR 2.5/2 

Vegetation: Sphagnum Moss in herbaceous layer.   

BC8 – Upland:   Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 7.5YR 4/3                               

Vegetation: Cat Greenbriar pervasive, Dominate White Oak trees, rise in 

elevation 1.5 -2 ft. No soil saturation or groundwater present in top 24”                                       

BC10/11– Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 2.5 YR 2.5/2 

Vegetation: Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   

No Soil saturation noted.                                       



BC10/11– Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 2.5YR 3/6 

Vegetation: Vegetation: Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Oak and Striped 

Maples predominate.  Rise in elevation 1.5 – 2 ft above wetland elevation. 

BC13 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 2.5 YR 4/2 Vegetation: 

Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   No Soil 

saturation noted.                                       

BC13 – Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5YR 3/3 B Layer 5 YR 6/3 Vegetation: 

Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Oak and White Ash predominate.  Rise in 

elevation 1.5 – 2 ft above wetland elevation. 

BC14/15 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 7.5 YR 3/2 B Layer 2.5 YR 4/2 

Vegetation: Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   

Soil saturation noted.                                       

BC14/15 – Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5 YR 3/3 B Layer 5 YR 6/3 

Vegetation: Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Oak and White Ash 

predominate.  Rise in elevation 1.5 – 2 ft above wetland elevation. 

BC16 – Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 2.5YR 3/4 B Layer 2.5 YR 4/2 

Vegetation: Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   

No Soil saturation noted.                                       

BC16 – Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 2.5YR 3/4 B Layer 5 YR 6/3 Vegetation: 

Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Oak and White Ash and Striped Maples 

predominate.  Rise in elevation 2 ft above wetland elevation. 

BC17/18– Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 7.5 YR 3/2 B Layer 2.5 YR 3/2 

Vegetation: Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   

No Soil saturation noted.                                       

BC17/18– Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5 YR 3/3 B Layer 5 YR 6/3 Vegetation: 

Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Ash dominate.  Rise in elevation 1.5 – 2 ft 

above wetland elevation. 

BC19/20– Wetland:  Soils: O/A Layer 7.5 YR 3/2 B Layer 2.5 YR 3/2 

Vegetation: Some Sphagnum Moss in depression surrounded by trees.   

No Soil saturation noted.                                       



BC19/20– Upland:  Soils: O/A Layer 5 YR 3/3 B Layer 5 YR 6/3 Vegetation: 

Cat Greenbriar pervasive. White Oak, Holly and American Beech dominate.  

Rise in elevation 1.5 ft above wetland elevation. 
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September 4, 2020 
 
 
Whitney McClees, Conservation Agent 
Town Hall 
40 Center Street 
Fairhaven, MA 02719 
 
 
RE:   Response Letter  
         Crow Island 
 
Dear Whitney, 
 
As discussed during our zoom meeting with Division of Marine Fisheries we believe our 
original design utilizing the “Float and Sink” method is still going to be the best 
construction method in order to be the least impactful to avoid impacts to marine fisheries 
resources and their habitats.  The major reason for this is because there would be 
significant impacts trying to use HDD method when it comes time to connect to the pier.  
We would have to dredge and approximate 12’W by 12’L by 32’D seaward and 12’W by 
12’L by 20’D landward.  To do this the excavation pit would have to be completed 
enclosed with sheet piles for shoring in order to keep the hole dewatered.  Considering 
the age of the pier this would an impractical option.  This would also be more impactful to 
the resource areas due to depth of dredging.  The other issue with the HDD method would 
be the possibility of encountering ledge and having to obtain necessary easements as it 
couldn’t follow the easement we currently have.  The proposed sewer line is being placed 
parallel to the existing water, electrical and telecommunications lines therefore will have 
negligible impacts.  We anticipate that the sewer line will cause 675 S.F. of disturbance 
on the ocean floor in which the applicant is willing to mitigate as requested by the 
Conservation Commission. 
 
If you should have any questions, please feel free to contact us.  
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
FARLAND CORPORATION, INC. 
 
Christian A. Farland   
Christian A. Farland , P.E., LEED AP  
Principal Engineer and President 
     
cc: File, Client 

 

http://www.farlandcorp.com/
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CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts mail system.  Do not
click on links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Whitney McClees <wmcclees@fairhaven-ma.gov>

1 Crow Island Follow-Up Letter
EnvReview-South, DMF (FWE) <dmf.envreview-south@state.ma.us> Thu, Sep 10, 2020 at 11:19 AM
To: Whitney McClees <wmcclees@fairhaven-ma.gov>
Cc: "cfarland@farlandcorp.com" <cfarland@farlandcorp.com>, "Ford, Kathryn (FWE)" <kathryn.ford@state.ma.us>

Dear Commission Members,

MA DMF had a phone call with Ms. McClees and Mr. Farland, the engineer on the Crow’s Island
project, on September 2. We also read Farland Corp’s response letter dated September 4, 2020.
The proponent states the “Float and Sink” method will be the least impactful construction method
on marine fisheries resources and their habitats. Mr. Farland described impacts associated with
using HDD to go through or under the sheetpile bulkhead as the force main pipe comes onto land.
Going under might be impossible due to bedrock. Going through the sheetpile will require a sizable
excavation pit that could cause more impacts to marine fisheries than the pipe laying directly on
the substrate. Other infrastructure already exists in this corridor and is identified with signage,
making snagging less risky at this location. Future potential water quality impact due to rupture of
the pipe is also limited by the use of the pipe during infrequent events on the island.

It does seem likely that an HDD-required excavation could have greater impacts on marine
fisheries resources and habitats than laying the pipe on the seafloor, held down with cement
collars. We recommend mitigation for the portion of the pipe that has contact with the substrate
which was calculated as 675 sf by Mr. Farland in the September 4 letter.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment further on this project.

Eileen Feeney

From: Whitney McClees <wmcclees@fairhaven-ma.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 11:06 AM
To: EnvReview-South, DMF (FWE); Ford, Kathryn (FWE)
Subject: 1 Crow Island Follow-Up Le�er
 

[Quoted text hidden]
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August 31, 2020 

 

 

Dear Whitney & Members of the Conservation Commission: 

After the public hearing on Monday August 24th, hearing the concerns of the Agent and members of the 
Conservation Commission on the issue of Riverfront Area associated with the Acushnet River and upon further 
review, the applicant, Allen & Major Associates, Inc. (A&M) and wetland consultant, Goddard Consulting, wish 
to revise the Notice of Intent application to include Riverfront Area associated with the Acushnet River and the 
cove area to the north of the property as a resource area. 

Riverfront Area 

The 200-foot Riverfront Area extends from the Banks of the Acushnet River/Cove through the entirety of the 
site.  There is approximately 6,400 s.f. of Riverfront Area on the site and a total of 7,290+/- S.F of Riverfront 
Area within the limit of work which includes work within the right of way.   The entire site is located within the 
100’ Inner Riparian Zone of the Riverfront Area and consist of degraded Riverfront Areas from 
buildings/pavement, overgrown with invasive species and contains debris.  As the project is a Redevelopment 
within previously developed Riverfront Areas, the applicable regulations are 310 CMR 10.58(5).  The subject 
lot was created in 1904 and is shown on a plan entitled “Oxford Terrace”, recorded at the Bristol County 
Registry of Deeds in plan book 4 page 61.  According to the assessor’s office the existing building was 
constructed in the 1900’s.  Additional research at the building department’s office shows a permit was issued 
in 1967 for repairs to the roof. 

Redevelopment Within Previously Developed Riverfront Areas; Restoration and Mitigation. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of 310 CMR 10.58(4)(c) and (d), the issuing authority may allow work to redevelop 
a previously developed riverfront area, provided the proposed work improves existing conditions.  Redevelopment 
means replacement, rehabilitation or expansion of existing structures, improvement of existing roads, or reuse of 
degraded or previously developed areas.  A previously developed riverfront area contains areas degraded prior 
to August 7, 1996 by impervious surfaces from existing structures or pavement, absence of topsoil, junkyards, or 
abandoned dumping grounds.  Work to redevelop previously developed riverfront areas shall conform to the 
following criteria: 

(a) At a minimum, proposed work shall result in an improvement over existing conditions of the capacity of 
the riverfront area to protect the interests identified in M.G.L. c. 131 § 40.  When a lot is previously 
developed but no portion of the riverfront area is degraded, the requirements of 310 CMR 10.58(4) shall 
be met. 

(b) Stormwater management is provided according to standards established by the Department. 

To: Town of Fairhaven 
Conservation Commission 
c/o Whitney McClees, Conservation Agent 
40 Center Street 
Fairhaven, MA 02719 

A&M Project #: 2759-01 
 Re: Notice of Intent Supplemental 

Information 
Proposed 2-Family Dwelling 
108 Sycamore Street 
Map 20 Lot 33 
DEP File No. 023-1329 

  
  

Copy: 
MassDEP – Southeast Regional Office 
108 Sycamore Street Realty Trust 
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(c) Within 200 foot riverfront areas, proposed work shall not be located closer to the river than existing 
conditions or 100 feet, whichever is less, or not closer than existing conditions within 25 foot riverfront 
areas, except in accordance with 310 CMR 10.58(5)(f) or (g). 

(d) Proposed work, including expansion of existing structures, shall be located outside the riverfront area or 
toward the riverfront area boundary and away from the river, except in accordance with 310 CMR 
10.58(5)(f) or (g). 

(e) The area of proposed work shall not exceed the amount of degraded area, provided that the proposed 
work may alter up to 10% if the degraded area is less than 10% of the riverfront area, except in 
accordance with 310 CMR 10.58(5)(f) or (g). 

(f) When an applicant proposes restoration on-site of degraded riverfront area, alteration may be allowed 
notwithstanding the criteria of 310 CMR 10.58(5)(c), (d) and (e) at a ratio in square feet of at least 1:1 of 
restored area to area of alteration not conforming to the criteria.  Areas immediately along the river shall 
be selected for restoration.  Alteration not conforming to the criteria shall begin at the riverfront area 
boundary.  Restoration shall include: 

1. Removal of all debris, but retaining any trees or other mature vegetation; 
2. Grading to a topography which reduces runoff and increases infiltration; 
3. Coverage of topsoil at a depth consistent with natural conditions at the site; and 
4. Seeding and planting with an erosion control seed mixture, followed by plantings of 

herbaceous and woody species appropriate to the site.” 

Table 1.0 – Breakdown of Existing Conditions 

 

Surface Type Area (sf) 

Building 3,060 

Pavement (on-site) 284 

Driveway (off-site) 768 

Total Impervious 4,112 

Overgrown Areas 
(Approx. 375 sf - 
area within 3-feet 
of buildings walls 

are absent of 
vegetation and 
contains debris) 

3,178 
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Table 2.0 – Breakdown of Proposed Conditions 

 

Surface Type Area (sf) 

Building 1,732 

Driveway (on-site) 567 

Driveway (off-site) 375 

Walkway 117 

Total Impervious 2,791 

Landscape/Lawn 
area (includes 675 

sf of coastal 
plantings adjacent 

to the bank) 

4,049 

Patio (Pavers) 450 

 

The following are statements regarding the proposed project conformance to applicable criteria of items (a) 
through (f): 

(a) In its existing state, the site contains 4,112 sf of impervious surface with 3,178 sf of overgrown green 
space which contains invasive species (bittersweet, buckthorn, etc.).  The proposed project will result 
in an improvement over existing conditions with the reduction of total impervious surface (1,321 sf), 
increase of green space, removal of invasive species, implementing Low Impact Development (LID) 
techniques and the installation of 675 sf of coastal planting along the top of bank.  Plantings will 
consist of american beach grass, northern bayberry, seaside goldenrod and beach plum all plantings 
ideally suited for riverfront restoration. 

(b) The proposed project is exempt from the Stormwater Standards because the project consists of a 
redevelopment project with fewer than four units.  The proposed project has reduced the overall 
impervious surface, increased the overall green space, therefore has reduced the amount of runoff and 
has increased recharge capabilities on site.  The applicant is proposing LID consisting of the installation 
of concrete pavers for the patios along the back of the dwelling and the installation of grass swales. 

(c) The proposed building is being located closer to the bank, but the work is being done in accordance 
with section (f) and (g).  The applicant is proposing to remove the debris and invasive species within 
the Riverfront Area, but is protecting the two (2) existing 10” trees.  Utilizing LID, reducing impervious 
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area, increasing greenscape and appropriately graded site to reduce runoff and increase infiltration.  
All disturbed areas will be covered with a minimum 6” of topsoil and seeded.  A permanent buffer is 
being proposed, ranging from 5.8-ft to 14-ft wide by 74-ft long, consisting of 675 sf of coastal 
plantings along the top of bank which will provide an equivalent level of environmental protection 
where square footage is not a relevant measure (310 CMR 10.58 (5)(g)). The selection of plantings were 
done referencing Fact Sheet 6 - Landscaping to Protect Your Coastal Property from Strom Damage and 
Flooding as published through The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management. 

 

Redevelopment within a Riverfront Area requires an analysis of alternative designs to promote the use of the 
most beneficial development within the zone that is economically feasible and provides an improvement over 
current conditions meeting the performance standards of the Act as referenced in 310 CMR 10.58(4)(c).  

Alternative 1 

Existing parcels to remain in present condition with disturbed and degraded Riverfront Areas. 

While it is possible to leave the existing Riverfront Area undisturbed, the present conditions of the Parcel can 
be described as blighted and unsafe.  The existing building is in various states of disrepair and have left the 
building unsafe.  While leaving the site in its current state would avoid further disturbance, the Riverfront Area 
would not be improved.  A failure to improve upon the Riverfront vegetation would allow invasive species and 
vegetation to further dominate the landscape in direct contradiction to the performance standards desired.  
The no-built alternative prevents the land owner from the benefit of lot ownership and development within 
the confines of regulatory approvals.  

Alternative 2 

Demolition of the existing building. 

The client would obtain the necessary permits to raze the existing building and loam and seed the disturbed 
area.  The work area will be minimized to the footprint of the existing building and no other improvements 
will be proposed.  The site would eventually become overgrown with invasive species.  This alternative is not 
economically feasible akin to no-build Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3 

Demolition of the existing building and construct a new single or 2-family dwelling within the same footprint. 

The client would raze the existing building and construct a new building within the same footprint.  The 
proposed building would be required to obtain additional permits due to the existing non-conformance with 
Zoning.  Due to the position of the building and close proximity to the property lines and street, a new driveway 
would have to be constructed on the north side of the building, closest to the resource areas.  Pavement within 
close proximity to riverways is less desirable due to the potential introduction of pollutants and sediments that 
can track with vehicular movement.  Permanent alteration in the form of stable, non-moving structures, 
provides a single construction level impact that can be mitigated, but once completed provides little 
opportunity for increased pollutant load.  All disturbed areas would be loam and seeded.  The Riverfront Area 
will not be improved, since the impervious coverage will remain unchanged.  

Alternative 4 

Proposed 2-Family dwelling. 
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The preferred option is the proposed project before the Conservation Commission.  The project proposes to 
raze the existing building, remove debris and invasive species from the Riverfront Area and construct a 2-
family dwelling.  The proposed project will reduce the overall impervious surface by 1,321 sf, increase 
greenscape, reduce runoff, increase recharge/infiltration and provide a new permanent buffer along the top 
of bank with the addition of 675 sf of coastal plantings.  Vehicular areas are maintained as physically distant 
from the Bank as feasible to avoid the conditions described in Alternative 3.  The property has already obtained 
and received a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals in 2005, which established the reduction in the 
required front yard and rear yard setbacks from the zoning by-laws.  

 

It is A&M’s and Goddard’s professional opinion that we have adequately addressed the Agent and the 
Conservation Commission concerns from the public hearing on August 24 to properly identify affected 
resource areas and anticipate that a third party peer review will not be necessary for a small residential project 
where resource areas are agreed upon.  Enclosed, is a check in the amount of $262.50 for the Town of 
Fairhaven’s share of the 50% Riverfront filing fee, a revised WPA Form 3 – Notice of Intent and revised NOI 
Wetland Fee Transmittal Form.  A check in the amount of $262.50 will be sent to the MassDEP for the State’s 
share of the 50% Riverfront filing fee.  A&M & the Owner look forward to discussing the project at the next 
Conservation Commission public hearing on September 14, 2020.  Thank you for your time and consideration.   

If you have any questions regarding this submittal please contact me at (508) 923-1010 

 

Very Truly Yours, 
ALLEN & MAJOR ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

Paul G. Matos, PE, PLS 
Project Manager 

pmatos@allenmajor.com 

 


	23 Point Street COC Request
	23 Point Street_OOC_SE 023-779
	23 Point Street_Determination_2013
	6 Cove Street_COC Request
	RDA - Hickox
	37 Washburn Ave RDA
	Bass Creek Road Site Plan
	WETLANDS NARRATIVE 2
	Response Letter 090420
	Very Truly Yours,
	FARLAND CORPORATION, INC.
	Christian A. Farland
	Christian A. Farland , P.E., LEED AP
	Principal Engineer and President

	DMF - 1 Crow Island Follow-Up Letter
	2020-08-31 - NOI Riverfront CV Ltr

