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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection  
Bureau of Resource Protection - Wetlands 
Request for Departmental Action Fee 
Transmittal Form 
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act M.G.L. c. 131, §40  
 

      4 
DEP File Number: 

 
264-0785 
Provided by DEP 

 
 A.  Request Information  
 1. Location of Project 

 8 View Avenue/56 Northern Avenue 
a. Street Address 

Northampton, MA 01060 
b. City/Town, Zip 

 12168 
c. Check number 

$245.00 
d. Fee amount 

Important: 
When filling 
out forms on 
the computer, 
use only the 
tab key to 
move your 
cursor - do 
not use the 
return key. 

 
  

2. Person or party making request (if appropriate, name the citizen group’s representative): 

 Caroline E. Smith, McGregor Legere & Stevens, PC 
Name 

 15 Court Square, Suite 660 
Mailing Address 

 Boston 
City/Town 

MA 
State 

02108 
Zip Code 

 617.338.6464 x 115 
Phone Number 

N/A 
Fax Number 

csmith@mcgregorlaw.com 
Email Address 

3. Applicant (as shown on Determination of Applicability (Form 2), Order of Resource Area Delineation 
(Form 4B), Order of Conditions (Form 5), Restoration Order of Conditions (Form 5A), or Notice of 
Non-Significance (Form 6)): 

 Sovereign Builders, Inc.  
Name 

 710 Southampton Road 
Mailing Address 

  Westfield 
City/Town 

MA 
State 

01085 
Zip Code 

  413-527-8001 
Phone Number 

      
Fax Number 

tcellura@sovereignbuilders.co
m 

   4. DEP File Number: 

  264-0785 
  

  
 B. Instructions 
 1. When the Departmental action request is for (check one): 

  Superseding Order of Conditions – Fee: $120.00 (single family house projects) or $245 (all other 
projects) 

  Superseding Determination of Applicability – Fee: $120 

  Superseding Order of Resource Area Delineation – Fee: $120  

 
Send this form and check or money order, payable to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to: 
 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Box 4062 

Boston, MA 02211 
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MWE 
MetroWest Engineering, Inc. 

August 23. 2024 

Mr. Kevin Lake, Chairperson 
Northampton Conservation Commission 
210 Main Street 
Northampton, MA 01060 

Consulting Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors 

RE: Notice oflntent for 8 View Avenue, Sovereign Builders, Inc. 
MADEP File Number 246-0785 

Dear Mr. Lake and fellow Commission Members: 

I represent a group of concerned abutters/citizens to the above-referenced project, and I have 
been engaged to review storm water management aspects of the plans and analysis submitted in 
support of the Notice oflntent. I have attached a separate list to this letter of the citizen group 
that has retained my services. 

As a brief introduction to my qualifications, I am owner and president of Metro West 
Engineering, Inc. MWE, located in Framingham, MA has been in business for 40-years, and we 
work extensively in the areas of site design and permitting of residential, commercial and 
institutional development projects. We are well-versed in the requirements of the MA Wetland 
Protection Regulations, 310 CMR 10.00, the MADEP Stormwater Handbook and Standards, and 
the general permitting process for development projects in Massachusetts. I hold a bachelor's 
degree from the University of Massachusetts in Amherst in civil engineering, as well as a master' 
degree in civil engineering with a focus on surface and groundwater hydrology from Colorado 
State University. My personal expertise lies in the areas of hydro logic analysis, stormwater 
management and drainage engineering. I periodically serve as a peer-review consultant to several 
MA communities including the Towns of Weston and Wellesley. I am a MA registered 
Professional Engineer and Land Surveyor. 

My review of this project has included the following documents: 

1. Plan Set, "View Ave", prepared by Berkshire Design Group, signed and stamped by 
Gregory Henson, PE, and Jeffrey Squire, RLA, last revised on July 17, 2024. 

2. Stormwater Drainage Report, prepared by Berkshire Design Group, stamped and signed 
by Gregory Henson, PE, dated April 11, 2024 

3. Stormwater Drainage Report, prepared by Berkshire Design Group, for North Street 
Condominiums, last revised 02/29/2009 

4. USGS Topographic Quadrangle Map of Easthampton, MA dated 2021 
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Review of Stormwater Management System for View Avenue Condominium Project. Northampton. MA 

5. Notice oflntent, View Avenue, prepared by Berkshire Design Group, dated April 10, 
2024 

6. USDA NRCS Soil Survey for Hampshire County, Massachusetts, Central Part, interactive 
web page review, 8/19/24 

7. MADEP Data Portal, Wetlands NOi Project Information, NOi File Number 246-0785 

Executive Summary 

My review of this project's stormwater management design and the supporting analysis has 
revealed several significant flaws that require the system to be re-analyzed and the re-analysis 
will most likely result in major design modifications that could also impact the project layout and 
density. These significant flaws include the following: 

1. Failure to accurately map the location of Soil Series based on the USDA NCRS Soil 
Maps. 

2. Improperly classifying surface soils as within Hydrologic Group D when the USDA Soil 
Maps indicate the presence ofHydrologic Group A, Band C/D soils, resulting in an over­
estimate of Pre-development Stormwater runoff rates and volumes. Please note that an 
earlier hydrologic assessment for the same property, prepared by the same consultant, 
utilized Hydrologic Soil Group Classifications that conflict with the values selected for 
the current project. 

3. Failure to provide sufficient soil testing within the footprint of proposed infiltration 
systems, thereby failing to establish accurate Seasonal High Ground Water levels for a 
system designed with the minimum 2-foot offset to the water table. Additionally, failure 
to establish soil type within the footprint of an infiltration system when using an assumed 
infiltration rate based on soil texture class. 

4. Failure to provide a groundwater mounding analysis for infiltration systems with a 
groundwater offset of less than four feet that are being used to attenuate peak flows per 
MA Stormwater Standard 2. Given the high-water table at this site and the steep fill 
slopes adjacent to the infiltration systems, slope failure and groundwater breakout is 
clearly an issue. 

5. Failure to provide a hydraulic capacity analysis to demonstrate the roof drain collection 
systems, street drains, and catch basin inlets can handle the flows assumed to be collected 
under the submitted hydrologic analysis (the hydrologic analysis assumes that flows are 
collected and conveyed to the two infiltration systems without documentation that the 
pipe network has sufficient conveyance capacity. 

6. Adoption of excessive infiltration rates (2.41-inches per hour) in sandy-loam soils, where 
the Stormwater Handbook provides (by means of the Rawls Table) for a rate of 1.02 
inches per hour. Given the documented presence of Fine Silty Loam (FSiL) soils, the 
actual infiltration rate may be as low as 0.27 inches pe hour.This issue alone is sufficient 
to invalidate the analysis. 
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Review of Stormwater Management System for Vjew Avenue Condominium Proiect, Northampton. MA 

7. The Hydrologic Model and Proposed Site Plan are inconsistent, so that the conclusions of 
the hydrologic assessment are not valid for the design presented in the most recent plan 
set. 

8. Based on the numerous issues presented in Items# 1 through 7, above, the applicant has 
failed to demonstrate compliance with MADEP Stormwater Standards, in particular 
Standard# 2, peak discharge rates, and Standard #3, Annual Recharge of Groundwater. 
The hydro logic model submitted in support of the project design is so rife with errors and 
inconsistencies that it clearly fails to demonstrate compliance with these standards. 

I will discuss these topics in greater detail below. 

I note that my initial review of this project has revealed so many consequential issues that I 
truncated my review to limit the expense that my clients are incurring for this review. Should 
revised plans and supporting documents be submitted, I may have additional comments on 
aspects of the project that I have not fully reviewed. 

USDA NCRS Soil Survey and Hydrologic Soil Group Classification (Items #1 and #2 in 
Executive Summary) 

Hydrologic modeling of the pre- and post-development conditions of the site requires a Curve 
Number Selection for site conditions based on surface land use and the underlying soil types as 
mapped by the NCRS. The NCRS mapping for site shows two major soil series. The rear or 
northerly portion of the site, roughly following the wetland resource, consists of soils within the 
Raynham Silt Loam Series. The USDA classifies these soils as Hydrologic Group CID, with the 
more poorly drained soils, the D soils, likely within the wetland, and the better draining C soils 
upland of the wetland border. 

The soils in the southerly portion of the site, the area of the site designated for development, lie 
within theAmostown-Windsor silty stratum-Urban land complex Series. These soils are 
classified as Hydrologic Group A and B soils, indicative oflower stormwater runoff than 
Hydrologic Group D soils. While it is true that both the Raynham and the Amostown/Windsor 
soils exhibit seasonally high groundwater levels, the Amostown/Windsor series produce much 
less stormwater runoff due to water retention in the upper soil horizons. I have provided the 
USDA NCRS description for the relevant soil series present on this site 

The watershed delineation plans should identify the USDA NCRS soil boundaries on the plan, so 
that runoff curve numbers used in the hydrologic model may be accurately defined. This basic 
step in preparing a reliable hydro logic model has not been done, and it renders the results of the 
model as suspect. 

The submitted hydrologic analysis assumes that all soils on the site lie within the Hydrologic 
Group D classification, an assumption that is in direct conflict with the published soil series. The 
result of this error is that the hydro logic model, for the pre-development condition, produces 
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Review of Stormwater Management System for View Avenue Condominium Project, Northampton, MA 

more runoff from a storm event than it would have shown had the correct classification of 
Hydrologic Group A and B soils been used. This masks the impact of converting 
wooded/meadow lands to impervious surfaces such as roads, houses and driveways. This 
invalidates the conclusion of the modeler, that the project will not increase storm water runoff 
rates and/or volumes when compared with pre-development conditions. 

Additionally, the use of the Hydrologic Group D soil classification reduces the volume of 
groundwater recharge required for the project. 

This improper mapping and classification ofHydrologic Soil Group invalidates the stormwater 
hydrologic analysis and has resulted in under-designed infiltration recharge systems for the 
project. As designed and modeled, the project will result in an increase in stormwater peak flow 
rates and stormwater volume directed into the wetland and ultimately offsite. 

Of interest is the fact that the same engineering consultant, in a hydrologic analysis conducted 
for the same property in 2009, classified the soils as within Hydrologic Soil Group C, rather than 
Group D, as in the current analysis. The Group C classification, while still in conflict with the 
USDA report, would have produced significantly less storm water runoff in the pre-development 
condition than the Group D classification 

Soil Evaluation within the footprint of Proposed Infiltration Systems (Item #3 in Executive 
Summary) 

While the applicant's engineer has submitted results from various soil evaluation tests performed 
on the site, none of the evaluations provided with the NOI occur within the proposed footprint of 
either Infiltration System, as specifically required by the MADEP Stormwater Handbook, as 
stated in Volume 3, Chapter 1, Standard 3, pages 5 through 13. The soil evaluations that have 
been presented demonstrate that the soil conditions, particularly textural classification, on this 
property are highly variable over short distances. 

I note that the Drainage and Grading Plan, Sheet LC-130, fails to provide the location of all the 
soil evaluation tests that were performed on the property, making it difficult to verify the soil 
conditions in the location proposed for infiltration. These test locations should be added to the 
plan. 

Infiltration System #1 

Referring to Infiltration System #1, the larger of the two systems, two soil evaluations were 
conducted in the general vicinity of the system, TP-9 and TP-10. A third soil evaluation, TP-(2), 
is shown on Sheet LC-130 of the plan set, but a soil log for that evaluation was not provided in 
the NOL The system elevation was set based on the groundwater level reported on the plan for 
this test pit, at elevation 134.83-feet. No textural classification is provided for TP-(2). TP-9, 
located 30-feet south of the system, reports a textural classification of Fine Silt Loam (FSiL),. 
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TP-10, located 10-feet north of the system indicates that is was excavated within historic fill and 
therefore does not have a texture classification. Based on the FSiL textural classification, the 
infiltration rate used for modeling of the infiltration system should be 0.27-inches per hour. The 
engineer, however, applied a rate of2.41 inches per hour, a rate appropriate for Loamy Sand (LS) 
soils. Based on this, the model likely over-estimates the infiltration capacity of the system an 
order of magnitude, or nearly 800 percent. 

Beyond the question concerning infiltration capacity, it is important to note that the system has 
been designed with the minimum offset of two-feet between the seasonal high water table and 
the bottom of the infiltration system, based on a sole evaluation point, TP-(2). Any variation in 
the natural water table elevation across the system, such as that which occurs when surface 
topography varies, may result in this system being non-compliant with the two-foot offset 
requirement. 

As a minimum, at least two additional soil evaluations should be performed within the actual 
footprint oflnfiltration System #1, both to definitely establish the soil textural classification and 
to develop a profile of the natural high-water table across the system. 

Infiltration System #2 

No soil evaluations have been conducted within the footprint oflnfiltration System #2. Sheet 
LC-130 indicates that a soil evaluation, TP-(1), was performed approximately 10-feet to the 
northwest of the northerly end of the system, with a reported high water table 16-inches below 
the ground surface at elevation 132.67-feet, and a ground surface elevation of 134.0-feet. No 
NCRS soil textural classification was provided. The existing ground surface elevation at 
Infiltration System #2 varies from 134-feet on the northerly end of the system to 135.5-feet on 
the southerly end of the system. Assuming a similar depth to the water table of 16-inches below 
grade, the maximum high water table within the system area is 134.2-feet. The bottom of 
Infiltration System #2 has been set at 135.0-feet, less than a foot above the seasonal high 
groundwater table. This system clearly fails to satisfy even the minimum standard required in the 
MADEP Stormwater Handbook. 

Additionally, the hydrologic model has assumed that the native soils where Infiltration System 
#2 will be constructed has an infiltration capacity, of2.41 inches per hour, based on the Rawls 
Table rating for Loamy Sand (LS) soils. Several previous soil evaluations conducted in the 
vicinity of this system report soil textures that vary from Sandy Loam (SL) to Loamy Sand (LS). 
Since a SL soil has a rated infiltration capacity of 1.02 inches per hour compared to 2.41 inches 
per hour for a LS soil, it is critical to have soil evaluations conducted within the footprint of the 
infiltration system, in accordance with MADEP Stormwater Management Handbook guidelines. 
At least two such evaluations should be performed, one at either end of the system. 
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Second Reyjew_oi,_Stormwater Management System for View Avenue Condominium Project, 
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hydraulic conveyance infrastructure. The applicant has not submitted an analysis of whether 
existing hydraulic conveyance and/or storage systems have the capacity to accept the additional 
stormwater volumes that the project will generate. 

Stormwater Infiltration System #1 (SIS #1) 

The engineer/modeler takes a curious approach to stormwater modeling in the case of SIS #1; 
The model assumes that the system is present for the smaller design storm, the 2-year event, but 
assumes that it is completely absent for the larger storm events, the 10-year and 100-year event. 
In the real world, the system is there as it is on the design plans and will be constructed. The 
post-development model should account for its presence across all design storms. The 
methodology employed, selectively including the infiltration for one design storm but not 
another, is at odds with accepted engineering practice and the model should be revised 
according! y. 

SIS # 1, which is used to satisfy minimum storm water recharge volume under Storm water 
Management Standard 3, fails to satisfy the minimum offset requirement of two feet between the 
seasonal high groundwater table and the bottom of the infiltration system. TP-(2), as shown on 
Sheet LC-130, reports the seasonal high-water table at 134.83-feet. The bottom of stone of SIS 
#1 is proposed at 136.33-feet, 1.5-feet above the reported seasonal high groundwater table. 

The project narrative, on page 4 under paragraph Area P3, states that this sub-watershed 
catchment drains into Subsurface Detention System #1 (SDS #1), and then into SIS #1. In fact, 
the area is first discharged into a flow diversion manhole (DIV #1), which first diverts flow into 
SIS #1, based on the detail of DIV #1 provided on Sheet LC-501. Flow to SDS #1 only occurs 
after the water level in SIS #1 reaches the top of the manhole weir, at elevation 137.70-feet. The 
post-development hydrologic model should be revised to reflect this design element accurately. 

Stormwater Detention System #1 (SDS #1) 

As I have previously noted, the current engineering design relies on detention, rather than 
groundwater recharge, to attenuate peak flood flows. This is accomplished by means of SDS #1 , 
located under the pavement in the northeast comer of the site. 

SDS #1 consists of 224 plastic chambers that are assembled together in the field in a Lego-like 
manner. The chambers are set on a bed of stone and covered with a bed of stone. 

In order to provide for flood water storage and detention, these chambers, including the stone 
above and along the sides of the chambers, must be empty and not holding water before a storm 
event begins. Thus, the system of chambers and stones must be impermeable to groundwater that 
may be present under or along the sides of the system. 
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Second Review of Stormwater Management System for View Avenue Condominium Project. 
Northampton. MA 

To prevent groundwater intrusion into the chambers and surrounding stone, the engineer has 
called for a 30-mil thick poly-vinyl barrier to be wrapped on all four sides and the bottom and 
top of the system, to create an impermeable barrier to prevent groundwater intrusion. 

Creating a water-tight wrap where the top, bottom and all sides of the system are water-tight 
using a membrane wrap is a formidable construction challenge, one that I have never seen 
achieved in my 40-plus years of practice. The membrane itself is difficult to work with as it is 
not very flexible, and establishing watertight seams can be exceedingly difficult. Moreover, it is 
virtually impossible to field test the system for water-tightness before backfilling, so even if 
meticulously constructed, the system as-built may not be water-tight. 

Complicating this design is a water table that will vary in depth across the system. Based on the 
soil tests provided, I estimate that the water table at the northwest end of the system will be 
approximately at 135.6-feet, and roughly 0.7-feet below the stone bedding supporting the system. 
However, at the southeast end of the system the water table will be at, approximately, 137.1-feet, 
about 0.8-feet above the bottom of the stone, and above the bottom of the chambers. The system 
will therefore be subject to a non-uniform hydrostatic pressure from below, pushing the system 
up. This force is analogous to the hydrostatic force that sometimes can push an in-ground 
swimming pool out of the ground in the winter). 

The issue is that the system will be subject to both non-uniform hydrostatic pressure from below, 
and vehicle loading pressure from above. These forces will stress the system integrity and over 
time may result in a breach of the watertightness, as the modules will shift, and lateral strain will 
be exerted on the impervious liner. Any breach of the liner can fully compromise the detention 
capacity of the system by allowing groundwater intrusion, which will result in a failure of the 
detention component. This in turn leads to a failure to comply with Stormwater Standard # 2. 

I realize that construction details and standards can be difficult for a lay person to understand, 
and the issues presented here may seem abstract. However, nearly everyone has seen road 
settlement, or live in a house with creaks and groans that develop as the structure is subjected to 
settlement stress. The mechanism that I discuss above is similar and nearly impossible to avoid. 

The design as presented is poor as it is nearly impossible to build and even if built well, will 
eventually fail due to internal stresses. In my opinion, more suitable design choices are available, 
and I will discuss alternative approaches at the end of this report. 

Subsurface Infiltration System #2 (SIS #2) 

Soil Conditions and Testing 

No soil evaluations were conducted within the footprint of SIS #2, and these are required as per 
the MADEP Stormwater Handbook. A soil evaluation of soil texture and groundwater levels 
should be provided. 
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Second Review of Stormwater Management ~ystem for View Avenue Condominium Project . 
Northampton, MA 

Groundwater Offset to System 

SIS #2 is designed with a bottom of stone elevation at 135.7-feet. The design engineer selected 
this elevation based on the reported groundwater level of 132.67-feet observed in TP-(1 ). This 
test pit is, however, located approximately 15-feet away from and vertically down-gradient from 
SIS #2. Since the water table here has been shown to reflect the surface topography, the actual 
water table is likely higher at the location of SIS #2. This can be seen by reviewing the water 
table reported in TP-3, which is located at the same surface elevation as SIS #2, and 18-feet to 
the southwest. The reported water table in this test hole was 134.6-feet, and within the two-foot 
required minimum offset between the bottom the system and the high-water table. 

To best evaluate the water table elevation at SIS #2, in the absence of an actual soil evaluation, I 
interpolated the groundwater elevation using the results reported in TP-(1), TP-3, TP-4 and TP-2, 
which surround the location of SIS #2. Based on that interpolation, the probable elevation of the 
water table at SIS #2 is at elevation 133.9-feet. 

Based on this interpolation, the bottom of SIS #2 is offset only 1.8-feet from the water table and 
fails to meet even the minimum groundwater offset requirement of 2.0-feet. 

Groundwater Mounding Analysis 

While a groundwater mounding analysis for SIS #2 has been provided in the most recent 
submittal, the analysis is based on questionable data assumptions required for the Hantush 
Spread Sheet used. 

The Hantush method requires the following input data: 

(a) Recharge Rate (volume of water to be recharged in a specific time period in feet per day) 
(b) Specific Yield (a dimensionless value representing available storage in the aquifer) 
(c) Horizontal Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity of the aquifer soil 
(d) Basin dimensions (1/2 length and ½ width) 
( e) Recharge duration period. 
(t) Initial thickness of saturated zone 

The modeler used the following data for these values: 

(a) RR: 0.54 feet per day 
(b) SY: 020 
(c) K: 5.4 feet per day 
(d) One-half basin dimensions: 13.86 ft by 9.9 ft 
( e) Recharge duration; 1. 7 days 
(t) Initial thickness of saturated zone; 5.67-feet 
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