
 

 

 

 

 

THOMPSON 

INLAND WETLANDS COMMISSION 

 

TUESDAY, January 9th, 2024 

ZOOM Meeting 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Agenda Item A) Call to Order & Roll Call 

Agenda Item B) Appointment of Alternates 

Agenda Item C) Action on Minutes of December 12, 2023 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

TOWN OF THOMPSON 
Inland Wetlands Commission 
 
815 Riverside Drive - P.O. Box 899 
North Grosvenordale, CT 06255 
office phone: (860) 923-1852 
www.thompsonct.org 

 
 

MEETING MINUTES: Tuesday, December 12, 2023, 7:00PM 

Via ZOOM Online Meeting Portal 

 
 

A) The Meeting was called to order at 7:00 PM by Chairman George O’Neil who announced the 
protocols for conducting the online meeting. 

Members and staff present: George O’Neil (Chairman), Fran Morano, Chris Dustin, Dan Malo (IWC 
Agent), Amy St. Onge (First Selectman), Gloria Harvey (Recording Secretary)  
Members of the Public: Valerie Clark, Doug Gray, and others. 

B) Appointment of Alternates - None 

C) Action on Minutes of Previous Meetings 

1. Minutes of November 14, 2023 - Regular Meeting 

The Minutes of November 14, 2023  were unanimously accepted as presented. 

D) Citizens Comments on Agenda Items - None 

E) Applications 

a. Old Applications - None 

  

b. New Applications - None 

 

c. Applications Received After Agenda was Published - None 

F) Permit Extensions / Changes -None 

G) Violations & Pending Enforcement Actions 

1. VIOL21036, Permit IWA20022, Marc Baer, 1227 Thompson Rd (map 116, block 24, lot 10), 

grades not as authorized in modified plan approved by the Commission on 2/9/21. 

Marla Butts, before she retired, asked the Building Department to place a note on Mr. Baer’s 

land record not to issue a Certificate of Occupancy until this violation is resolved.  Both Dan 

Malo and Marla agreed this was sufficient action at this time.  Another alternative would be a 

Cease and Desist and Dan Malo stated that this would be the last resort because it could 

result in something that never gets resolved, involves more research and paperwork and 

hinders the sale of the property. Therefore, at this time, a note on Mr. Baer’s land record not 

to issue a Certificate of Occupancy and a note to the listing agent regarding the status of the 

Certificate of Occupancy is the best-case scenario.  Dan Malo will follow up with Mr. Baer and 

his Real Estate Agent. 

   

2. VIOL23013, Wojiech Sudyka, 1574 Riverside Drive, (map 55, block 65, lot 14),  

grading work exceeded scope of work authorized by Permit IWA21028, issued 5/22/23. 

Dan Malo reached out to the new staff in Dudley and their Wetlands consultant regarding a 

clearing complaint they had received in early 2023, and a request to discuss concerns that 

Marla had about the Perry Pond Dam. He asked Daniel Blanchette of J&D Civil Engineers 
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about an updated site plan to include the area where they exceeded the scope of work and if 

he had received any communications from the DOT or DEEP (Chuck Lee on the dam and 

Norm Miller about the Routhe 12 culvert which may have been the cause for road flooding). 

He will update the Commission when he receive their replies. 

The dam is not listed in Massachusetts as a high hazard dam because it wouldn't have the 

possibility of failing into Massachusetts but it has seepage and could potentially fail into 

Connecticut.  Dan Malo reached out to Dudley’s part-time consultant who wasn't aware of the 

issues or the complaints Dudley had received about work going on in Thompson.  A meeting 

is being set up between the Dudley consultant and Dan. Commissioner O’Neil asked Dan to 

memorialize his correspondence and discussion with the Dudley wetlands consultant, put it in 

writing, identify the issues, hazards, and the potential risk to life and property, plot a course of 

action so there is a written record, in order to bring this violation to a conclusion.   

 

3. VIOL23035, James Quaiel, 0 Hill Road, aka 6 Hill Rd, (map 109, block 34, lot 32),  

fill and earthmoving within upland review area without permit. Violation issued 11/1/23. 

A complaint from 8 Hill Road was received that fill had been placed on the driveway to 6 Hill 

Road, owned by James Quaiel, causing flooding of the basement for 8 Hill Road, owned by 

Melissa and Jason Gieck. The fill was placed within 100 feet of wetlands soils, necessitating a 

declaratory ruling or wetlands agent approval. Lack of approval is the cause for the issuance 

of the violation; however, it is difficult to determine if the fill is related to basement flooding. 

It was claimed that a culvert or pipe existed at the driveway previously and allowed for flow 

but was blocked; this cannot be proven. Analysis of topography and observation showed no 

channelization. It is noted on plans for the Gieck property that a sump pump would be 

necessary and a drain from their home is depicted with an outlet to the wetlands area, which 

was not found. The former issues may be the cause for flooding. A permit, or approval would 

be needed for the driveway, however engineering or hydrological study is beyond what is 

typically required of a project of this type on the fringe of the upland review area.  

Dan received emails from Mr. Quaiel and his neighbors, the Geicks, to analyze and reply to, 

however he said there is no clear route to close this complaint.  Commissioner O’Neil 

commented that it sounds like a site-specific limitation which is not in the jurisdiction of the 

Inland Wetlands Commission which agrees with Marla’s assessment, and they should explore 

a remedy with an engineer. Dan will discuss this issue with Daniel Blanchette of J&D Civil 

Engineers who provided the site plan for Mr. Quaiel. Perhaps it is a civil matter for the two 

property owners to resolve. Commissioner Morano commented if it's affecting the wetlands 

or it's in the upland review area that is certainly within our jurisdiction.    

H) Other Business – None 

 

I) Citizen’s Comments 

Doug Gray, 131 New Road, asked for a follow up on 117 New Road water issue and Dan Malo 

stated that a site visit with Commissioner Obert will be scheduled. 

 

J) Reports 

a. Budget & Expenditures  

 

Dan Malo reported that the IWC has expended 19% of its $32,778 budget and the 
Professional Affiliation budget line has been maxed out. 

Dan Malo asked for clarification on the line for Eastern CT Conservation District. 
Commissioner Morano responded that it is a retainer for as needed consulting services that 
we usually pay because it is a good support for our area. 
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Commissioner Dustin asked for clarification in the current IWC Regulations regarding legal 

notices which states the applicants bears the  burden of cost for legal notices. Dan Malo 
responded that although the Regulations state this procedure, it has been an ongoing 
practice for IWC office to submit these legal notices for publication and posting in order to 
ensure correct timing and accuracy of content.  Dan Malo also explained that State Statute is 

working to improve the process of posting public notices with the possibility of posting on 

the website, however nothing definite has been decided yet. 

 

b. Wetlands Agent Report 

 

Dan Malo reported he has been tackling the administrative backlog that accumulated during the 

transition. There were several outstanding purchase orders for legal notices, some sent in error by 

the publisher to Woodstock for billing but are now in Thompson. I have not received new 

applications, and hopefully that signals the seasonal slowdown in permitting. I’ve had many 

residents in the office regarding potential projects which may come in the spring. The Camelio 

subdivision was approved by P&Z, and the mylars are ready for signature and filing. 

 

Complaint 23-05, filling near 50 Reardon Road – Marla had taken complaints about recent 

filling activities across the street from 50 Reardon Road on property owned by St Joseph’s 

Catholic Society. Since one of the letters stated the work was done by Ron Desrochers 

Construction Company she spoke to Mr. Desrochers; he told Marla that this site received past 

approval by the Commission. Permit 02-03-02, approved April 15, 2002, for activities associated 

with the expansion of the cemetery, extension of a pipe, and placement of fill, may have 

authorized that work, but the permit was not renewed and expired in 2007.  The hard copy of the 

approval was destroyed with the records disposal. There have been no follow-up permits issued 

to add fill or to expand the area of the cemetery on their property.  

Dan Malo reached out to the parish to discuss this matter, sent emails, used their contact form, 

left voicemails for the bookkeeper and the priest, and those communications have not been 

responded to.  In a discussion with Marla, the next step is a Notice of Inquiry or Violation. 

Commissioner O’Neil brought the site of this cemetery up on Google Maps so everyone would be 

familiar with the area.  Dan Malo suggested a remedy could include the church applying to fill 

that area as they've been doing similar to what they've done in the past, and another remedy 

might be to restore what they have done.  Dan Malo will send a formally documented letter to 

them informing them to cease and desist any further activity and request a representative for that 

corporate entity be present to address the Commission at our next meeting. 

 

WETLANDS AGENT PERMITS ISSUED 

• WAA23028, John Camelio, 597 East Thompson Road (map 154, block 5, lot 10C),  

New house within upland review area, received 10/4/23. Approved 11/29/23. 

• WAA23029, John Camelio, 597 East Thompson Road (map 154, block 5, lot 10D),  

New house within upland review area, received 10/4/23. Approved 11/29/23. 

• WAA23033, Jane Kuhar, 0 Arrowhead Drive, (map 141, block 17, lot 132),  

New house within upland review area received 10/30/23. Approved 11/20/23. 

• WAA23034, Karen Quaiel, 0 Arrowhead Drive, (map 141, block 17, lot 134),  

New house within upland review area, received 10/30/23. Approved 11/20/23. 

 

 

 



Meeting Minutes of the Inland Wetland Commission – December 12, 2023 Page 4 of 5 

FOUR BUILDING PERMITS WERE REVIEWED 

• Lorkiewicz, 193 Linehouse Road, 16x24 shed in upland review area.  A Declaratory Ruling, Use 

permitted by right for enjoyment of the home or Wetlands Agent Approval will be necessary. 

• Neil P LLC, 520 Riverside Drive, Liquor store relocation of underground pipe with discharge 

Reiterated conditions of IWA21009: E&S, bioretention area installation required before building. 

• Tewksbury, 185 Breault’s Landing, 2 single-family homes  

Parcel and project outside of regulated area. 

• Mountford, Logan’s Lane, 3-lot subdivision, utilizing a shared drive. 

Marla and I researched the delineation of the original subdivision - No wetlands or upland. 

 

PURCHASE REQUISITIONS – Encumbered (2) Legal Notices $90.00 Stonebridge Press, and Legal 
Notices payment (9) $352.80. 

 

c. Correspondence – None 

 

K) Signing of Mylars 

1.  SUB23027, John Camelio, 597 East Thompson Rd (map 154, block 5, lot 10), 3-lot subdivision 

The Mylar for SUB23027 was signed by Commissioner O’Neil and Dan Malo notified the ZEO 

that it was available to receive and endorse. 

L) Comments by Commissioners 

Commissioner Morano asked Commissioner Dustin if he received any information to help with his 

learning curve and he replied he was given a copy of “What’s Legally Required” which he is in the 

process of reading.   

Commissioner Dustin commented he is looking forward to working with everyone on the 

Commission. 

Commissioner O’Neil stated that the Inland Wetlands Commission is the only Commission in Town 

required to take a training course and pass a test.  He encouraged our newest Commissioner to take 

this course for certification.  

Dan Malo informed Commissioner Dustin that there's a free module-based training to get Inland 

Wetlands Certification which is offered through UConn CLEAR with quizzes at the end of each of the 

modules and some of the modules are hilarious.  Dan Malo will send Commissioner Dustin the link. 

Commissioner O’Neil thanked Amy St. Onge, First Selectman for overseeing our meeting, the 

Commissioners for their contributions, Dan Malo for his IWC Agent work and the Recording Secretary. 

M) Adjournment 

Commissioner Morano made a motion to adjourn.  Commissioner Dustin seconded the motion.  The 

motion was unanimously APPROVED and the meeting adjourned at 7:56 PM.   

 

To see/hear the entire meeting via ZOOM, copy and paste the following link into your search bar: 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/GOEzSbpByXr0aBfy8inyZEbflfWdfD-__WYKEgEAmfCMmJ5Ii-
3gG102CtY_9eN6.zizCVAa_MsiqkjvL  

Passcode: 2UT^1iEa 

 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/GOEzSbpByXr0aBfy8inyZEbflfWdfD-__WYKEgEAmfCMmJ5Ii-3gG102CtY_9eN6.zizCVAa_MsiqkjvL
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/GOEzSbpByXr0aBfy8inyZEbflfWdfD-__WYKEgEAmfCMmJ5Ii-3gG102CtY_9eN6.zizCVAa_MsiqkjvL
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Disclaimer: These minutes have not yet been approved by the Inland Wetlands Commission.  Please 
refer to the next meeting’s minutes for approval of, and/or amendments to these minutes. 
Respectfully submitted, Gloria Harvey, Recording Secretary, 

Gloria Harvey 



 

 

 

Agenda Item D) Citizens Comments on Agenda Items 

Agenda Item E) a) Old Applications – None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Agenda Item E) b) New Applications 
 

1.  SUB24001, John & Cheryl Lowinski, 90 Thompson Road (map 87, 

block 38, lot 16), Three (3)-Lot Subdivision containing wetlands. 

Stamped received 1/3/24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 











































 

 

 

Agenda Item E) b) New Applications 
 

2.  DEC24002, Brian Falke, 0 Reardon Road (map 63, block 97, lot 1), 

clearing of invasives and overgrowth within upland review area and 

surrounding pond. Stamped received 1/5/24. 
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Dan Malo

From: Brian Falke <brian.jfalke@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 3, 2024 3:02 PM
To: Dan Malo
Subject: Pond on Reardon Rd to clean up
Attachments: IMG_20231215_113414218_HDR.jpg; IMG_20231215_113336940.jpg; IMG_20231215_

113324373_HDR.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking 
links, especially from unknown senders. 

           Good afternoon!  I spoke with someone just before the holidays regarding a pond on Reardon road that I recently 
acquired.  Map ID is 63 / 97 / 1. The pond has been in my family since the 70's, and hasn't been maintained much at all 
over the past 10 years or so.  I am seeking permission to trim and remove the overgrown brush which includes some 
vines, thorns, and saplings.  I am not looking to cut down any actual trees at this time, and I am not planning on 
performing any earth moving activities.  I would be performing the work by myself (no outside contractors) using a small 
chainsaw, a manual pole saw, hand trimming loppers, a lawn mower and leaf blower. No bobcats / loaders / excavators, 
etc. I also understand that in the future if I decided to perform any other work such as earth moving or tree removal, I 
would need approval as well - however this is not in any of my current plans.  The overall goal of this trimming is simply 
to make the pond / land passable and walkable again, while improving the overall appearance of the property.  My 
primary residence is only a few houses up on Gaumond RD, and I would love to visit the pond with my family for picnics, 
fishing, or just having our two small children run around. Where there used to be walking paths is now overgrown with 
pickers, etc.  I would be looking to begin this work asap, however it may take me some time to complete.  I wouldn't 
mind meeting at the property or sending photos of the work I complete as I go.  I will be sending another email with 3 
more photos of the property.  If you're able to drive by the property, you can see that it basically looks abandoned from 
the road view, which is what I would be trying to change.  In the picture where a street sign and stop sign are visible, you 
can barely see the frame of where my grandfather had a sign hanging which read "wildlife sanctuary", that area is now 
so overgrown you can't pass through it.  Please let me know if you need anything else, and thanks for your time! You can 
also reach me on my cell - 860-382-6045.  
 
Regards, 
Brian 

 

 CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  
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Agenda Item E) c) Applications received after Agenda publication 
 

1.  WAA24003, Morning Star Farm Pet Resort, LLC, 317 County Home 

Road (map 109, block 34, lot 16), Teardown and rebuild of barn 

within upland review area. Application pending 1/5/24. 
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317 County Home Road

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
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Town of Thompson, CT makes no claims and no warranties,
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the GIS data presented on this map.

Geometry updated December 1, 2022
Data updated Daily

Print map scale is approximate.
Critical layout or measurement
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this resource.
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Morning Star Farm Pet Resort, LLC 
317 County Home Road 
map 109, block 34, lot 16 
  
Project description: Teardown and rebuild of barn within 100’ upland review area 
Barn to be rebuilt in existing footprint and foundation of 24x34 ft It is to replace a beautiful old barn 
and is to be used for hay storage and eventual farm stand 
 
I have been asked to explain the process and timeline for demolition/repair/rebuild of a barn 
outbuilding located in the front left corner of my property at 317 County Home Rd.  Please consider 
the following photos and attachments to my wetlands application.  Please note My property is within 
500 feet of neighboring Putnam, CT 
 
The original barn build date was not on file with the town hall but based on my research predated the 
home buildings on this lot and now abutters 319 County Home RD, and was most likely part of the 
former dairy operation across the street at 316 County Home Rd.  It was in its day a beautiful old 
gambrel barn standing since well before 1946.  One which the Ebbs family who built the present day 
homes utilized to sell her goat milk, cheeses, and soaps from her rather large operation of Jersey 
Cattle and Saanen dairy goats. 
 
I inherited the barn in 2007 and it was in disarray then.  Roof collapsing and covered in tarps, etc.  in 
July 2019 it suffered some major caving in the roof and was addressed by pulling a building permit to 
demo and repair the barn.  Unfortunately due to covid, cost of materials, material shortages ,and lack 
of workforce the project stalled and the barn sat in its dilapidated form.   
 

Photo of old barn 

https://www.google.com/maps/search/317+County+Home+Road?entry=gmail&source=g


 
 
 
The project will be finished by March weather permitting, and will be a gorgeous revival of a more useful 
and safe barn in its place.  For safety sake the old one could not be saved.  David Eddy is long known in 
this town for his building skills and attention to details, I am sure he will be building a barn that will fit 
perfectly into the rural landscape here.  It is neither of our intention to disturb the current landscape or 
the ecosystems for this project,  The ground near building is dry and sound even with the heaviest 
rainfall on record for 2023.  No heavy equipment is needed for its rebuild.  Just our 26hp farm tractor will 
be used for about 40 yards of gravel in front of the barn for road access and grading to the building as 
well as filling in the ruts from the mini excavator used for its demo. 
 



 
 
In January, 2023 I received the attached letter from building department to demo said barn.  There 
was no mention of any wetlands, upland review or such and to my knowledge the pond nearby was 
just an old watering hole for above mentioned goats and cattle.   
 
i am enclosing my reply to building department.  I made good on my promise and hired a local 
company in October to demo the barn with a small excavator.  We also removed invasive vines and 
cutdown a few intrusive branches and limbs growing into the barn.  That is the reason this began 
without knowledge of upland area review. 
 
There are two trees roadside that remain to be investigated for ownership and stability as to not 
compromise the new structure.  They are accessible from my property.  They can wait until a later 
date and are not necessary to the timeline at hand. 
 



Upon demo I recontacted David Eddy to make arrangements for its rebuild. A new permit was pulled 
from the building office, signed off by building inspector and zoning, and we were given the go ahead 
with the approval of our plans to rebuild in its same 23x34 footprint after some concrete work to the 
foundation, leveling of foundation, etc.  David Eddy has commenced its rebuilding and shortly after 
starting was contacted by town hall to contact wetlands agent and zoning.  He had already erected a 
hay bale and silt fence area of about 30 feet to protect any debris from entering in the farm pond. At 
the meeting with agent Dan Malo and zoning agent Cindy we reviewed the site, footprint and area 
around the barn and were informed that within 100’ feet of upland area requires review by the 
commission.  It is my attempt with these attachments to show you the area of building is dry land, 
predates all of us, and the farm pond is protected from debris.     





 
Photos shown Silt fence and hay bales 



 
There is a farm pond located near its right side in between the building and my driveway. It also 
contains some kind of drain under my driveway which predates me or my knowledge.  Photos 
attached  
 

 
 









 

 

 

Agenda Item F) Permit Extensions / Changes - None 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Agenda Item G) a) Violations & Pending Enforcement Actions 

 

1.  VIOL21036, Permit IWA20022, Marc Baer, 1227 Thompson Rd 

(map 116, block 24, lot 10), grades not as authorized in modified 

plan approved by the Commission on 2/9/21. 

 

2.  VIOL23013, Wojiech, Sudyka, 1574 Riverside Drive, (map 55, block 

65, lot 14), grading work exceeded scope of work authorized by 

Permit IWA 21028, issued 5/22/23. 

 

3.  VIO23035, James Quaiel, 0 Hill Road aka 6 Hill Road, (map 109, 

block 34, lot 32), fill and earthmoving within upland review area 

without permit. Violation issued 11/1/23. 

 

4.  VIOL23037, St. Joseph’s Church, 12-18 Main Street, (map 63, block 

94, lot 3), fill along Reardon Road within upland review area and 

wetlands. Violation issued 12/15/23. 

 



  
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

   

SENT BY CERTIFIED MAIL 

 
File: VIOL23037 St Josephs - Reardon Road  

 

TOWN OF  
THOMPSON 
Inland Wetlands Commission 

815 Riverside Drive 

P.O. Box 899 

North Grosvenordale, CT 06255 

Phone: 860-923-1852, Ext. 1 

Email: wetlands@thompsonct.org 

Web: https://www.thompsonct.org 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
 

December 15th, 2023 

 

St. Joseph’s Catholic Society    RE: Filling in wetlands 

PO BOX 665       Reardon Rd/St. Joseph’s Cemetery 

Putnam, CT 06260      Assessor's Map 63, Block 94, Lot 3 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

We’ve been trying to reach you regarding complaints received by the Thompson Inland Wetlands 

Office about the placement of fill material in wetlands & ‘upland review area’ along Reardon Road. 

Our inspections observed fill placed within 100 feet of wetlands on property owned by the church.  

 

Please be advised, this is an activity regulated by the Inland Wetlands Commission.  

 

No active permit exists for filling within the wetlands or the upland review area and consequently, 

this activity may be occurring in violation of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations.  

 

Work conducted within wetlands and floodplain requires review of engineered drawings and 

permit approval through the Inland Wetlands Commission. A permit was authorized in 2002 in such 

manner for expansion of the cemetery, however, permits are valid for a period of five years and 

that permit expired in 2007. Further, the present work exceeds the scope of what was approved.  

 

You are requested to cease this activity and attend the next scheduled meeting of the Commission 

to discuss permitting needs. This meeting will be held on January 9th, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. via ZOOM. 

A link will be published in an Agenda on the town website 24 hours before the start of the meeting.  

 

Please prepare an explanation regarding the regulated activities. Failure to comply with this notice 

may result in further enforcement measures. I appreciate your help in this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dan Malo 

Wetlands Agent 

Town of Thompson 

mailto:wetlands@thompsonct.org
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Agenda Item H) Other Business 

1.  Preliminary discussion of draft regulation amendment 

2.  Budget Request from Finance Department 
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Dan Malo

From: Finance Director
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 4:26 PM
To: First Selectman; Tax Collector; Scott A. Antonson; Selectmens Office; Heather Burns; Heather Burns; 

Paul Hopkins; Town Clerk; James Seney Jr.; Stephen Benoit; Animal Control Officer; Public Works; 
Kelley Genest; Terry Bellman; Veterans Office; 'Alison Boutaugh'; Recreation Director; Planner; ZEO; 
Dan Malo; Conservation

Subject: FY 2025 Budget Templates - Due Friday, January 19th
Attachments: FY 2025 Thompson Budget Workbook_Template.xlsx

Town of Thompson Directors – 
 
Budget Season is upon us! 
 
Based on feedback from users (and to cut costs) we will no longer be using Cleargov to pull together the 
budget.  Instead, we will be using the a ached Excel template, which is based on our budget book and has been loaded 
with FY 2022 – 2024 numbers for compara ve purposes. Note: all numbers (especially the 2024 Projec ons) are dra  
and subject to change. 
 
Please complete the following by Friday, January 19th: 

‐ Review the first tab (Budget Assignments) in the a ached spreadsheet to see which tabs you have been 
assigned to complete. 

‐ For each tab you are assigned: 
o Complete the FY25 Proposed Budget column (Column O): 

 Assume a 2.25% increase for all salaries (this is placeholder for now) 
 Consider referring to the monthly budget reports Paula sends to you to determine where items 

have been included in the past. 
o Add any relevant comments to the Notes sec on (Column S): 

 The notes from last year’s Cleargov file have been included for reference. 
 More notes are be er. We do this once a year and I need every reminder I can get. 
 The notes will not be printed in the final budget book, but will be kept for reference during 

future budget seasons. 
o If you are assigned more than one tab, please complete all of them in one file. 

‐ Do not modify any cells outside of Column O and the Notes sec on. 
‐ Rename and save the file by replacing the word “template” in the filename with your lastname and email it to 

me, for example: 
o I would save “FY 2025 Thompson Budget Workbook_Template” as “FY 2025 Thompson Budget 

Workbook_Steglitz”)  
 
Let me know if you have any ques ons ‐ 
 
Bill 
 
 
William J. Steglitz, Finance Director 
Town of Thompson  
815 Riverside Drive, PO Box 899  
North Grosvenordale, CT 06255 
860‐923‐3593 (x112)  



 

 

 

Agenda Item I)  Citizens Comments on Agenda Items 

Agenda Item J) Reports 
 

a) Budget & Expenditures 

b) Wetlands Agent Report 
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Dan Malo

From: Lesniewski, Daniel K <Daniel.Lesniewski@ct.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 11:43 AM
To: Derek Schipper; Alexander Roper; Chad Cox; Joel Bilodeau
Cc: Dan Malo; Michael Licamele; Laskin, Anna; Lee, Charles
Subject: RE: North Grosvenordale Pond Dam Supplemental Memo
Attachments: 0101745520-20 N.Grosv East Rim Railroad Levee H&H Report_final.pdf; Pre-Application 

Meeting Questionnaire.doc

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments 
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders. 

Hi Derek, 
  
Thank you for addressing the Dam Safety group’s concerns regarding the East Rim Railroad Levee. We have reviewed the 
attached supplemental H&H memo and the updated proposed design of raising the three identified low areas of the 
railroad levee in addition to lowering the secondary/auxiliary spillway to at or near the level of the primary spillway 
satisfies these previous concerns. With these concerns addressed, you may now proceed with developing a permit 
application.  
  
Additionally, a pre-application meeting for this proposed work would be beneficial. Attached is the pre-application 
questionnaire, please fill out this form and follow the steps to set up a pre-application meeting at the following link: Pre-
Application Assistance (ct.gov). I would also recommend having a representative from the railroad company present at 
the pre-application meeting. 
  
Dan Lesniewski 
  

From: Derek Schipper <Derek.Schipper@gza.com>  
Sent: Monday, December 4, 2023 2:24 PM 
To: Lesniewski, Daniel K <Daniel.Lesniewski@ct.gov>; Alexander Roper <Alexander.Roper@gza.com>; Chad Cox 
<chad.cox@gza.com>; Joel Bilodeau <Joel.Bilodeau@gza.com> 
Cc: Marla Butts <wetlands@thompsonct.org>; Michael Licamele <mlicamele@rfnc.com>; Laskin, Anna 
<Anna.Laskin@ct.gov>; Lee, Charles <Charles.Lee@ct.gov> 
Subject: RE: North Grosvenordale Pond Dam Supplemental Memo 
  
EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click any links or open any attachments unless you 
trust the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hello Dan. 
  
Please find the attached H&H Memo for the East Rim Railroad Levee at the North Grosvenordale Pond for CTDEEP 
review. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Derek   
  

From: Lesniewski, Daniel K <Daniel.Lesniewski@ct.gov>  
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2023 1:53 PM 
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To: Derek Schipper <Derek.Schipper@gza.com>; Alexander Roper <Alexander.Roper@gza.com>; Chad Cox 
<chad.cox@gza.com> 
Cc: Marla Butts <wetlands@thompsonct.org>; Michael Licamele <mlicamele@rfnc.com>; Laskin, Anna 
<Anna.Laskin@ct.gov>; Lee, Charles <Charles.Lee@ct.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] North Grosvenordale Pond Dam Supplemental Memo 
  

Hi Derek, When we met on 10/23 to discuss  the North Gro svenordale Pond Dam it was agreed upon that a supplemen tal memo would be developed describing  the effects of the 100-year storm event on the railroad adjacent to the pond. I t was ment ioned in  the meetin g that 1 1/14 w ould be t                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
  
Hi Derek, 
  
When we met on 10/23 to discuss the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam it was agreed upon that a supplemental memo 
would be developed describing the effects of the 100-year storm event on the railroad adjacent to the pond. It was 
mentioned in the meeting that 11/14 would be the target date for the submittal of said memo. We have not seen 
anything yet so I was just wondering if you had an update on the status of the supplemental memo for North 
Grosvenordale Pond Dam. 
  
Daniel Lesniewski 
Civil Engineer II 
Dam Safety 
Water Planning and Management Division 
Bureau of Water Protection and Land Reuse 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127 
P: 860.424.3384E: daniel.lesniewski@ct.gov 
  

 
  
www.ct.gov/deep 
  
Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
  
  
  

This electronic message is intended to be viewed only by the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may 
contain privileged and/or confidential information intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s). If you are 
not the intended recipient, please be aware that any disclosure, printing, copying, distribution or use of this 
information is prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and 
destroy this message and its attachments from your system. 

For information about GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. and its services, please visit our website at www.gza.com. 

 

 CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  
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Eastwood-Thompson 152 LLC 
18 Wells Hill Road 
Easton, Connecticut 06612 

Attn:  Mr. Michael Licamele 

Re: Engineering Report for Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling of East Rim Railroad 
Levee, North Grosvenordale Pond Dam, CT#14103 

Dear Mr. Licamele: 

GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (GZA) is pleased to submit the following report summarizing the 
Evaluations of Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis Report for the North Grosvenordale Pond 
Dam (CT #14103 ) East Rim Railroad Levee in the Town of Thompson, Connecticut.  This report 
is subject to the Limitations presented in Appendix A. Digital appendices will be provided via  
Flash Drives (i.e., Thumb Drive). 

If you have any questions regarding this report or the completed work, please feel free to 
contact Chad Cox at 781-278-5787 or Joel Bilodeau at 781-223-0291.  

Very truly yours,  

GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. 

Chad W. Cox, P.E. (MA) Joel M. Bilodeau, PH 
Principal-in-Charge Senior Consultant 

Derek Schipper, P.E. 
Senior Consultant  

CC:  Mr. Dan Lesniewski, CTDEEP 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc.’s (GZA) process used to modify the existing 2-D North Grosvenordale 
Pond / French River hydraulic model, which was developed to establish the Spillway Design Flood (SDF) for the North 
Grosvenordale Pond Dam. The modified model was used to evaluate the capacity of the East Rim Railroad Levee to contain 
the impoundment during the 100-year flood event, established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
most recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)1. The model was run for existing and proposed conditions at the North 
Grosvenordale Pond Dam. This report is intended as a supplement to in GZA’s September 2022 report titled “Engineering 
Report for Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling and Incremental Damage Assessment of North Grosvenordale Pond Dam, 
Thompson, CT” (2022 Report).  

The goal of the evaluation is to assess the ability of the levee to contain water in the impoundment during a 100-year 
flood and thereby prevent outflow onto the railroad right-of-way which runs north/south parallel to the east rim of the 
pond. A specific objective is to identify potential low areas of the East Rim Railroad Levee that may release water at the 
100-year flood (which is prior to the activation of the Auxiliary Spillway) and assess the potential need for and effectiveness 
of remedial efforts to fill the low areas along the levee. Both existing and proposed conditions for the North Grosvenordale 
Pond Dam were evaluated as well as pre- and post-remediation conditions for the East Rim Railroad Levee.   

Through this process, three separate locations along the levee that may require remediation to contain the 100-year flood 
were identified. After identification of these locations, the model was modified to simulate placement of fill in the low 
areas to close the “gaps.” It was determined that this remedial measure to the East Rim Railroad Levee under existing 
conditions will likely result in an increase of the 100-year flood elevation within the pond due to a reduction in outflow 
which previously occurred through the low areas in the levee. This increase in water surface elevation for the 100-year 
flood would in turn activate the Auxiliary Spillway as well as potentially overtop other low areas along the levee.   

Under proposed conditions for the rehabilitation of the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam the crest of the secondary spillway 
will be reduced by 1.1 foot, which will increase spillway capacity at the dam. This proposed spillway modification by itself 
does not add enough project discharge to prevent the three identified low area along the East Rim Railroad Levee from 
overtopping. However, the combination of lowering the secondary spillway crest by 1.1 feet (to elevation 366.7) and 
raising (filling) the three identified low areas of the East Rim Railroad Levee to approximately elevation 371.5 feet will 
result in conditions where the Auxiliary Spillway does not activate and no new areas along the levee are expected to 
overtop during the 100-year flood.   

It should be noted that these areas of potential remediation are based on the LiDAR data used to develop the Digital 
Elevation Model (DEM) and that it is suggested that additional topographic data be collected through survey to confirm 
the elevations prior to any remedial design efforts. Any work on the Levee will also require coordination with the railroad. 

 

 
1Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Study Number 09015CV001a AND 09015CV002A, Version Number 2.6.3.6, Effective 
September 7, 2023. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (GZA) is pleased to submit to Eastwood-Thompson 152 LLC this Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Analysis Report for the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam East Rim Railroad Levee. The dam is located on the French River 
in the Town of Thompson, Connecticut. This report presents the assumptions, methodologies, and results of the hydrologic 
and hydraulic (H&H) evaluation for North Grosvenordale Pond Dam East Rim Railroad Levee during the 100-year flood 
event, established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) most recent Flood Insurance Study (FIS)2, for 
existing and proposed conditions of the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam. This report describes updates made to the 
existing 2-D hydraulic model developed for dam breach modeling and downstream routing which used the United States 
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) Hydrologic Engineering Center (HEC)-River Analysis System (RAS) Version 6.2 to establish 
the Spillway Design Flood (SDF). This report is intended as a supplement to in GZA’s September 2022 report titled 
“Engineering Report for Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling and Incremental Damage Assessment of North Grosvenordale 
Pond Dam, Thompson, CT” (2022 Report) and has been prepared in response to a request by CTDEEP to assess the ability 
of the East Rim Railroad Levee to contain the impoundment during the 100-year flood without flow onto the railroad 
tracks adjacent to the east bank of the pond. CTDEEP has indicated that a permit requirement for rehabilitation of the 
dam will be to demonstrate that the pond will not discharge onto the railroad track area under 100-year flood conditions.  

The 2022 Report details the original model development. One finding in the 2022 Report was that that East Rim Railroad 
Levee mitigates encroachment of the Pond onto the railroad right-of-way. This earthen levee structure is north of the East 
Embankment of the dam and run parallel to the railroad tracks. The top elevation for the most part of the East Rim Railroad 
Levee (within the first 2,000-feet) is lower than the top elevation of the main embankment of North Grosvenordale Pond 
Dam (i.e., 374.0 feet) and in several places appears to be lower than the Auxiliary Spillway Crest which has a crest of 
elevation of ± 371.5 feet. GZA developed an approximate profile line of the levee using topographic information from 
publicly available LiDAR data to evaluate overtopping at the Levee. The profile line of the East Rim Railroad Levee is shown 
on Figure 1 below. Based on the topography and the Town Assessor’s maps (see Figure 2), the extent of the East 
Embankment and Levee on property owned by the Dam Owner extends approximately 1,600 feet upstream of the dam 
left abutment.   

The findings of this report are subject to the Limitations contained in Appendix A. 

 

 
2Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Study Number 09015CV001a AND 09015CV002A, Version Number 2.6.3.6, Effective 
September 7, 2023. 
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Figure 1. East Rim Railroad Levee Profile and 2022 Estimated Maximum Water Surface Profiles 

 
Figure 2. Approximate Property Lines in Area of Levee 
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1.1 CONVENTIONS 
 
Unless noted otherwise, all elevations in this report are referenced to the North American Vertical Datum (NAVD) of 1988 
(NAVD88). Despite the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam being located in Connecticut, horizontal coordinates are 
referenced to the Massachusetts State Plane since the majority of the watershed area is located in Massachusetts. 
Calculations were performed in the U.S. Customary Unit System (e.g., foot, °F, etc.). When referring to “right” and “left” 
in describing Project features, the reader is assumed to be looking downstream. The hydrologic model was created 
utilizing the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29) elevation datum in order to maintain consistency with 
existing dam information (including upstream USACE dams). The Hydraulic model was created utilizing NAVD88 elevation 
datum to maintain consistency with the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) and FEMA preliminary flood mapping. Elevation 
information that referenced the various datum was adjusted for consistency throughout the model. An adjustment value 
of 0.771 feet (i.e., NGVD29 = NAVD88 + 0.771) was determined from VERGE3 as shown in Figure 3 below (VERTCON for 
Google Earth). 

 

 
Figure 3. VERTCON for Google Earth Report at the Dam  

 
3 VERTCON for Google Earth (VERGE). VERTCON for Google Earth (earthsurvey.us). Accessed 2022. 

http://www.earthsurvey.us/verge/verge.html
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1  GENERAL 

The North Grosvenordale Pond Dam (CT#14103) is located on the French River in northern Connecticut in the Town of 
Thompson (North Grosvenordale village), Connecticut, United States. The French River flows generally north to south 
through the Project area and joins the Quinebaug River, CT approximately 4.4 miles downstream of the Project. The North 
Grosvenordale Pond Dam (main structure) is located at latitude 41°59’31.88” North, longitude 71°53’41.73” West, and 
creates an impoundment storage of approximately 409 acre-feet (at normal pond elevation).  

The Project consists of the main (earthen) dam embankment, primary spillway, secondary spillway, east (earthen) 
embankment, and an auxiliary spillway. The east rim railroad embankment extends upstream beyond the limits of the 
east embankment on the left bank of the impoundment. The main embankment sits at the upstream end of a headrace 
canal that run parallel to the main downstream river channel and previously supplied water to a downstream mill facility. 

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT WORKS 

The following descriptions of the Project, including dimensions and elevations, are derived from site visits, LiDAR data 
available from CTECO4, and the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam Emergency Action Plan (EAP)5. Elevations reported are 
relative to the NAVD88 as discussed in Section 2.1. 

Major features associated with the project include [from right to left] A) the main dam embankment - a 395-foot-long 
earthen structure approximately 19 feet high; B) the primary spillway – a 97-foot-long stepped masonry structure 
approximately 21 feet high; C) a center masonry bastion; D) the secondary spillway – a 100-foot-long stepped masonry 
structure approximately 22.1 feet high; E) the east embankment – an approximately 215-foot-long earthen structure 
approximately 8 feet high; and F) the auxiliary spillway – a 100-feet wide (at top) riprap channel through the east 
embankment. There is also an east rim railroad levee that begins at the upstream end of the east embankment and 
extends upstream to mitigate against inundation of the adjacent railroad tracks during high pond water events in the 
pond. The levee’s total length is estimated to be around 4,500± feet.  Of that total, approximately 1,400 feet appears to 
be within property owned by the Dam Owner.  The remaining upstream portion generally appears to be completely on 
railroad property. Note that for the purposes of this analysis the east rim railroad levee was not considered associated 
directly with the project for dam safety purposes but treated as a part of the North Grosvenordale Pond topography. 
The dam is rated as a Class C (High) hazard structure.  

The primary and secondary spillways are approximately 97-foot-long and 100-foot-long broad crested weirs located on 
the east and west sides of the dam, respectively. The elevation of the secondary spillway crest (367.8 feet) is approximately 
1.1 ft higher than the primary spillway crest elevation (366.7 feet). The two spillways are connected by an approximately 
20 feet long masonry bastion structure. The auxiliary spillway is an earthen channel within the east embankment on the 
east end of the overall dam system, approximately 125 feet north of the secondary spillway. The crest elevation of the 
auxiliary spillway is approximately 371.5 feet. The minimum top elevation for the main dam embankment and the east 
embankment is assumed to be approximately 374.0 feet. 

 
4 2016 Orthophotography and Lidar Download, Connecticut Environmental Conditions Online (CTECO), 2016. Data acquired May 2022. CT ECO 2016 
Imagery & Elevation (uconn.edu) 
5 North Grosvenordale Pond Dam, Emergency Action Plan, Tighe & Bond. Prepared March, 2021. 

http://www.cteco.uconn.edu/data/download/flight2016/index.htm
http://www.cteco.uconn.edu/data/download/flight2016/index.htm
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General key elevations for North Grosvenordale Pond Dam under existing conditions are summarized below. 

Top of Embankment: ± 374.0 feet 

Top of East Rim Railroad Levee: Varies (± 373.0 to 374.0 feet) 

Top of Center Bastion: 372.0 ft. +/- 

Auxiliary Spillway Crest: Varies (typ. ± 371.5 feet) 

Toe of Embankment (track side) ± 366 feet 

Secondary Spillway Crest: 367.8 feet 

Primary Spillway Crest: 366.7 feet 

Toe of Embankment (D/S): ± 355 feet  

Toe of Secondary Spillway: ± 351 feet 

Toe of Primary Spillway: ± 349 feet  

Base of Masonry Spillway Structures: ± 345.7 feet (assumed) 

There are reportedly two low-level outlets at the dam. A low-level outlet located at the main dam embankment that 
discharges into the headrace canal and a second low-level outlet at the right (west) end of the secondary spillway. 
Neither low-level outlet is known to be operable. Discharges from the low-level outlets were not considered in the overall 
hydraulic capacity analysis for the dam. 

Proposed conditions include the lowering of the Secondary Spillway Crest from 367.8 feet to 366.7 feet, the same elevation 
as the Primary Spillway Crest. 

3.0  HYDRAULIC MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

GZA previously developed a 2-D hydraulic model of North Grosvenordale Pond Dam using the USACE’s HEC-RAS Version 
6.2 model to estimate water surface profiles, velocities, and to perform IDA under various flow conditions. GZA performed 
hydraulic simulations of hypothetical dam break (i.e., failure) floods as part of the IDA, using flood inflows from the 
HEC-HMS analysis as an input. Dam failure and non-failure scenarios were simulated using two-dimensional, unsteady, 
and mixed flow regimes. Details of the original model development can be found in the 2022 Report.  This model was used 
as the basis for a focused analysis on the East Rim Railroad Levee during the FEMA 100-year flood event.  

Modifications made to the HEC-RAS model are listed below: 

1. GZA modified the model extent by altering the 2D Flow Area polygon. 

2. GZA reassign a grid size resolution to a smaller cell size. 

3. GZA modified the grid by adding additional breaklines associated with the East Rim Railroad Levee and railroad tracks, 
which are used to align grid cells with significant topographic features, such as high and low points in the levee. 

4. GZA modified boundary conditions along the edge of the model extents. Boundary conditions can be locations of 
incoming or outgoing flow. 
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Unless discussed other user inputs associated with the model development were not modified for this analysis. A copy 
of the HEC-RAS model is provided in Appendix B. 

3.1 2D FLOW AREA 

The 2D Flow Area defining the HEC-RAS model extents was modified to focus on the East Rim Railroad Levee and the 
potential overtopping during the 100-year event. The original 5-mile long 2-dimensional model consisted of a grid of 
approximately 15,100 cells with an average cell size of approximately 150 x 150 feet was reduced to approximately 1-mile 
long with an average cell size of approximately 20 x 20 feet resulting in approximately 36,200 cells. The modified 2D Flow 
Area was shortened to 2,500 feet downstream of the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam but extended approximately 
4,000 feet upstream to capture the East Rim Railroad Levee.  The overall model extent is shown as a polygon in Figure 4.  

Breaklines were added and enforced to align grid cell edges with East Rim Railroad Levee and railroad tracks to capture 
the hydraulic features associated with the DEM. Additional modifications were made to the grid throughout the model 
development phase to capture pertinent features while running simulations in an efficient and stable manner.  

  
Figure 4. HEC-RAS Model 2D Flow Area Domain 
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3.2 DOWNSTREAM BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 

The model ends approximately 2,500 feet downstream of the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam, which is far enough 
downstream as to not affect the results of the modeling in the vicinity of the East Rim Railroad Levee. GZA assigned a 
normal depth boundary condition with an estimated friction slope of 0.002 at the downstream terminus of the model in 
the French River. For this modeling approach, depth and velocity are kept constant when water reaches the boundary, so 
water can flow out without losses. 

3.3 INITIAL CONDITIONS  

The scenarios were simulated with no base flow in the downstream area. This modeling approach was adopted due to the 
relatively low normal river flows relative to the much greater magnitude of the 100-year flood. Additionally, this modeling 
approach is consistent with the DEM development approach to not add any additional bathymetric data to the riverine 
and wetland areas as the surface developed from the LiDAR data is representative of normal water surface conditions. 
North Grosvenordale Pond was assumed to have initial water surface elevation equal to its reported pool elevation of 
approximately 366.7 ft for each of the scenarios prior to the routing of any hydrographs.  

3.4 INFLOW HYDROGRAPH 

The scenarios were simulated with a flow hydrograph representing the 100-year flood flow value of 4,533 cfs as stated in 
the FEMA FIS. The hydrograph was estimated using USACE HEC-Hydrologic Model System (HMS) model developed by GZA 
and discussed in the 2022 Report. The 2022 Report indicated the GZA HEC-HMS model produced a peak 100-year flow of 
4,812 cfs and to match the now finalized FEMA FIS data a ratio of approximately 0.95 was applied to the modeled discharge 
results. Figure 5 shows the resulting 100-Year flood hydrograph.  
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Figure 5. Simulated 100-Year Flood Hydrograph 
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3.5 FEMA FIS COMPARISON 

GZA reviewed the FEMA FIS Flood Profiles in the vicinity of the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam and the upstream pond 
and used the data to compare and validate the results from the HEC-RAS model. A comparison of 100-year water surface 
elevations at key locations is provide in Table 1 below.  

Table 1: HEC-RAS and FEMA 100-Year Water Surface Profile Comparison 

Location 
Approximate Elevation, ft NAVD88 

FEMA FIS Flood Profile GZA HEC-RAS Model 
North Grosvenordale Pond Dam 371.4 371.1 
Auxiliary Spillway 371.3-371.5 371.3 
4,000 ft Upstream of Dam 371.6 371.8 

In general, the validated model 100-year water surface profiles are similar when compared to FEMA FIS Flood Profiles. 
Differences near the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam are likely attributed to a higher velocity head component in the 
GZA HEC-RAS Model which would be expected with no bathymetric data to reduce the depth average velocity. 
Likewise, this would explain the differences 4,000 ft upstream of the dam. Differences in water surface elevation results 
are expected, however, the similarity in elevations validates the HEC-RAS model.  

3.6 HEC-RAS SIMULATIONS AND RESULTS 

GZA performed four simulations made with HEC-RAS, with and without modifications of the East Rim Railroad Levee for 
each of the existing conditions and the proposed condition. The first two simulations were the existing conditions and 
proposed conditions during the 100-year flood which were used to identify potential low areas of the East Rim Railroad 
Levee release water prior to the activation of the Auxiliary Spillway. The existing and proposed conditions were then 
re-simulated with terrain modifications (i.e., repair of low areas of the levee crest) made to “fill” the previously identified 
potential low areas to a minimum elevation of 371.5 feet. 

The results of the first two HEC-RAS simulations indicate that there are potentially three separate locations that may 
require remediation.  A summary of the three locations is provided below. 

1. 48-Foot span approximately 300-ft upstream of the Auxiliary Spillway 

2. 96-Foot span approximately 700-ft upstream of the Auxiliary Spillway 

3. 24-Foot span approximately 860-ft upstream of the Auxiliary Spillway 

It should be noted that these areas of potential remediation are based on the LiDAR data used to develop the DEM and 
that it is suggested that additional topographic data be collected through survey to confirm the elevations prior to any 
remedial design efforts.  The approximate locations of each of the identified potential low areas of the East Rim Railroad 
Levee are presented in Figure 6 below. All three areas are within the portion of the levee which appears to be on property 
owned by the Dam Owner.   

Model results for the existing and proposed dam repair conditions indicate that these three locations discharge 
approximately 330 cfs (existing conditions) and 240 cfs (proposed dam repair conditions) to the railroad tracks and 
eventually to the French River below the North Grosvenordale Pond Dam, respectively. Simulations with levee 
remediation (i.e., terrain modifications “filling” low areas) indicated that for the existing conditions the reduction in water 
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releases from the East Rim Railroad Levee subsequently increases the North Grosvenordale Pond elevation enough that 
not only does the Auxiliary Spillway activate but other low areas along the East Rim Railroad Levee would likely overtop 
increasing the need for remedial measures. For the proposed dam repair conditions (i.e., lowering of the secondary 
spillway crest) enough spillway capacity is gained that the levee remediation does not increase the North Grosvenordale 
Pond elevation to the point of activating the Auxiliary Spillway or overtopping other areas of the levee.   

 
Figure 6. Identified Potential East Rim Railroad Levee Low Areas   

Location 3 

Location 2 

Location 1 

Auxiliary Spillway 
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4.0  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This report summarizes the process used the modify the 2022 HEC-RAS model to identify potential low areas of the East 
Rim Railroad Levee that may release water out of the impoundment and onto the adjacent railroad tracks at the 100-year 
flood for both existing and proposed conditions. Through this process, it was found that while the auxiliary spillway does 
not activate during the 100-year flood under existing conditions, there are three separate locations on the levee where 
water is released from the impoundment and onto the railroad alignment during the 100-year flood. These three areas 
may require remediation in the form of raising of the top of the levee embankment. It was also determined that remedial 
measures to the East Rim Railroad Levee under existing conditions will likely result in an increase of the 100-year flood 
elevation within the pond which would activate the Auxiliary Spillway as well as potentially overtop other low areas along 
the levee in the absence of any other actions. However, the proposed improvements to the dam include the provision of 
lowering the secondary spillway to at or near the level of the primary spillway. This modification will result in increased 
spillway capacity under proposed conditions. The proposed conditions (i.e., additional spillway capacity) by itself does not 
add enough project discharge to prevent the three identified low area along the East Rim Railroad Levee from overtopping. 
However, raising of the low areas of the East Rim Railroad Levee (i.e., filling of low area) to a minimum elevation of 
371.5 feet will not result in the activation of the Auxiliary Spillway during the 100-year flood and no new areas along the 
levee were identified as overtopping. Raising of the identified low areas of the East Rim Railroad Levee to a minimum of 
elevation 371.5 feet should therefore be considered as part of the overall rehabilitation project. It should be noted that 
these areas of potential remediation are based on the LiDAR data used to develop the DEM and that it is suggested that 
additional topographic data be collected through survey to confirm the elevations prior to any remedial design efforts.  
It is also noted that even for work on parts of the levee that are within the Dam Owner’s property limits, it will be necessary 
to coordinate with the Providence and Worcester Railroad Co. to arrange for access to the levee and site safety due to the 
tracks being active.   
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USE OF REPORT 

1. GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (GZA) prepared this report on behalf of, and for the exclusive use of Eastwood-Thompson 
152 LLC (Client) for the stated purpose(s) and location(s) identified in the Report. Use of this report, in whole or in part, 
at other locations, or for other purposes, may lead to inappropriate conclusions; and we do not accept any responsibility 
for the consequences of such use(s). Further, reliance by any party not identified in the agreement, for any use, without 
our prior written permission, shall be at that party’s sole risk, and without any liability to GZA. 

STANDARD OF CARE 

2. Our findings and conclusions are based on the work conducted as part of the Scope of Services set forth in the Report 
and/or proposal and reflect our professional judgment. These findings and conclusions must be considered not as 
scientific or engineering certainties, but rather as our professional opinions concerning the limited data gathered during 
the course of our work. Conditions other than described in this report may be found at the subject location(s).  

3. The interpretations and conclusions presented in the Report were based solely upon the services described therein, and 
not on scientific tasks or procedures beyond the scope of the described services. The work described in this report was 
carried out in accordance with the agreed upon Terms and Conditions of Engagement. 

4. GZA's flood evaluation was performed in accordance with generally accepted practices of qualified professionals 
performing the same type of services at the same time, under similar conditions, at the same or a similar property. 
No warranty, expressed or implied, is made. The findings of the risk characterization are dependent on numerous 
assumptions and uncertainties inherent in the risk assessment process. The findings of the flood evaluation are not an 
absolute characterization of actual risks, but rather serve to highlight potential sources of risk at the site(s).  

5. Unless specifically stated otherwise, the flood evaluations performed by GZA, and associated results and conclusions are 
based upon evaluation of historic data, trends, references, and guidance with respect to the current climate and sea level 
conditions. Future climate change may result in alterations to inputs which influence flooding at the site (e.g., rainfall 
totals, storm intensities, mean sea level, etc.). Such changes may have implications on the estimated flood elevations, 
wave heights, flood frequencies and/or other parameters contained in this report.  

GENERAL 

6. The observations described in this report were made under the conditions stated therein. The conclusions presented 
were based solely upon the services described therein, and not on scientific tasks or procedures beyond the scope of 
described services or the time and budgetary constraints imposed by the Client.  

7. In preparing this report, GZA relied on certain information provided by the Client, state and local officials, and other 
parties referenced therein available to GZA at the time of the evaluation. GZA did not attempt to independently verify 
the accuracy or completeness of all information reviewed or received during the course of this evaluation. 

8. Any GZA hydrologic analysis presented herein is for the rainfall volumes and distributions stated herein. For storm 
conditions other than those analyzed, the response of the site’s spillway, impoundment, and drainage network has not 
been evaluated. 

9. Observations were made of the site and of structures on the site as indicated within the report. Where access to portions 
of the structure or site, or to structures on the site was unavailable or limited, GZA renders no opinion as to the condition 
of that portion of the site or structure. In particular, it is noted that water levels in the impoundment and elsewhere 
and/or flow over the spillway may have limited GZA’s ability to make observations of underwater portions of the 
structure. Excessive vegetation, when present, also inhibits observations. 
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10. In reviewing this Report, it should be realized that the reported condition of the dam is based on observations of field 
conditions during the course of this study along with data made available to GZA. It is important to note that the condition 
of a dam depends on numerous and constantly changing internal and external conditions and is evolutionary in nature. 
It would be incorrect to assume that the present condition of the dam will continue to represent the condition of the 
dam at some point in the future. Only through continued inspection and care can there be any chance that unsafe 
conditions be detected. 

COMPLIANCE WITH CODES AND REGULATIONS 

11. We used reasonable care in identifying and interpreting applicable codes and regulations. These codes and regulations 
are subject to various, and possibly contradictory, interpretations. Compliance with codes and regulations by other 
parties is beyond our control.  

12. This scope of work does not include an assessment of the need for fences, gates, no-trespassing signs, boat/swimmer 
barriers, repairs to existing fences and railings and other items which may be needed to minimize trespass and provide 
greater security for the facility and safety to the public. An evaluation of the project for compliance with OSHA rules and 
regulations is also excluded. 

ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

13. GZA recommends that we be retained to provide services during any future investigations, design, implementation 
activities, construction, and/or property development/ redevelopment at the Site. This will allow us the opportunity 
to: i) observe conditions and compliance with our design concepts and opinions; ii) allow for changes in the event that 
conditions are other than anticipated; iii) provide modifications to our design; and iv) assess the consequences of 
changes in technologies and/or regulations. 



 
 
 

 

 
 

APPENDIX B - HEC-RAS MODELS 
 

[HEC-RAS and IDA models are provided as a digital copy in v.6.2]  
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