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Self Help Programs Threatened
by Open Space Bond Amendment

Partial Package Passes House

The Self Help Problem
Nearly two years after it was originally filed, the Open Space Bond passed the House by
a unanimous vote of 155-0 on June 27. However, amendments to the Self Help and Urban
Self Help sections of the bill would require that the Commonwealth hold title to all lands
purchased with this funding. MACC and the entire Open Space Bond Coalition strongly
oppose this change and are advocating for restoration of the original bond language.
MACC believes that a requirement of state ownership is a bad idea and could destroy the

(continued on page 6, Self Help)

Massachusetis Association of
-Conservation Commissions

Community Conservation

How the “Takings” Bill in Congress Will Destroy
Environmental Protection in Massachusetts

To sustain any decent future for Massachusetts, we need to sustain our natural resources,
our communities, our quality of life, and the public health and safety. To do this we need
to sustain not just our land conservation programs, but also our environmental protection
programs. In short, we need to sustain our federal, state and local environmental and land
use laws and regulations.

To do this, we need to sustain the United States Constitution as we know it, that s, to leave
the so-called “taking clause” of the Fifth Amendment as it was written over 200 years ago
and has worked well since.

Bills now in Congress (H.R. 925 and S. 605), sponsored by the Republicans as part of
their Contract With America (which I think should be called the “Contract On America”)
would undo those 200 years of “taking doctrine,” ignore 200 years of jurisprudence, and

(continued on page 4, Takings)
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MACC COASTAL WORKSHOPS

Protecting Waters in the Coastal Zone — Controlling
Nonpoint Source Pollution

Saturday September 23 — 8:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Three locations — Essex, Mashpee and Quincy

Complete details to be mailed soon!




Massachusetts House Delegation Scores 84 Percent
on Environmental Votes under “Contract”

The League of Conservation Voters (LCV) has issued a score card of the votes of the
U.S. House of Representatives on environmental issues during the first One Hundred
Days under the so-called Contract with America. The 10-member Massachusetts
delegation voted pro-environment on key issues 84 percent of the time.,

Scores were based on 10 votes on legislation which would have a major effect on
environmental protection: suspending federal rule-making, onerous risk assessment-
cost benefit requirements, rescission of past appropriations, and redefining the concept
of “taking” to vastly increase property rights.

The “taking” vote was double weighted because it was so environmentally harmful
and far reaching. Absences were counted as votes against the environment. Reps.
Kennedy and Neal each missed one vote and Rep. Moakley missed three (possibly
related to his recent illness).

On all but one vote, anti-environment forces prevailed.

Overall the Massachusetts House members averaged 84 percent. There were clear
party differences with the eight Democratic members averaging 91 percent and the two
Republicans 55 percent.

Legislator Percent State Percent
Rep. Peter Blute (R) 55 Connecticut 68
Rep. Bamney Frank (D) 100 Maine 41
Rep. Joseph Kennedy (D) 91 - Massachusetts 84
Rep. Edward Markey (D) 100 New Hampshire 0
Rep. Martin Meehan (D) 91 Rhode Island 96
Rep. Joseph Moakley (D) 64 Vermont 100
Rep. Richard Neal (D) 82

Rep John Olver (D) 100

Rep. Peter Torkildsen (R) 55

Scores of state delegations ranged from O to 100 percent. Massachusetts ranked third
among the six New England states. New Hampshire was one of five states, and the only
one in New England, which scored zero. Vermont achieved the only perfect score.

LCV is a bi-partisan environmental organization based in Washington D.C. which
helps elect members of Congress who will “vote for the earth,” and holds them
accountable by issuing score cards.

Sally A. Zielinski, Ph.D.
Executive Director

RllgOS& ROSC Rosa rugosa

Sketch from the book Plants inWetlands
by Charles B. Redington
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Conservation Commissions and Title 5

Comimissions sShould be initerestedin Title™  remediated or moved around withinrthe 100-
.5 and local Board of Health regulations
‘because of the clear connection between

water quality and septic systems. However,
most of us are too busy to go poking around
in other boards’ routine work. Therefore,
most Commissions will interface directly
with the new Title 5 in one of two ways.
First comes remediation of existing sys-
tems. If a septic system fails in the tradi-
tional sense, or fails to pass the new inspec-
tion criteria at time of sale or change of use,
ithas toberepaired. A technical failure such
as a crushed pipe can be fixed without mov-
ing the system. However, some systems will
have to be relocated because they don’ twork
where they are or because they violate present
required setbacks or both. The minimum
Title 5 setback for wetlands is 50 feet; so is
the setback for (non-drinking water) surface
water. So many failed systems will be

foot Wetlands Act buffer; and this will re-
quire a wetlands permit or atleast a Determi-

If a Board of Health approves a
system which it believes is at least
50 feet from a wetland and the
Conservation Commission dis-
agrees on the wetlands line, the
Commission will prevail.

nation of Applicability. A Conservation
Commission need not give a variance just
because a health board does so; and a Com-
mission cannot allow a system within a
wetland because there is no “limited project”
allowing this use.

Where new systems are concerned, the
new Title 5 is not that different from the old
inits relation to the Wetlands Act. Boards of

Health-canstillapprove new systems a mini-
mum of 50 feet from wetlands if local Board
of Health regulations do not provide a larger
setback. All such systems within our 100-
foot buffer will, of course, require wetlands
permits; but Commissions’ review is limited
because health board approval creates apre-
sumption under the wetlands regulations,
that the system is a good one, so the Com-
mission basically looks only at construction
impacts. The new Title 5 does provide one
new safeguard: If a Board of Health ap-
proves a system which it believes is at least
50 feet from a wetland and the Conservation
Commission disagrees on the wetlands line,
the Commission will prevail. This could be
handled informally or could be the subject of
a Determination of Applicability.

Alexandra D. Dawson, J.D.
MACC Director of Legal Affairs

The Wetlands Protection Act Regulations
have now beenrevised so that wetland bound-
aries may be delineated by using soils in
addition to vegetation. While vegetation
alone will continue to be used in areas where
the wetland boundary is abrupt, Commis-
sions will be presented with an increasing
amount of information on soils, particularly
in areas where the vegetation is transitional.
Therefore, an understanding of the basic
characteristics of soils within both wetlands
and uplands will be an asset to Commissions
in their evaluation of wetland boundaries.

The color of a soil is indicative of the -

hydrology to which the soil is subjected
during the growing season. In very wet
areas, a thick layer of black organic material
often lies at the surface of the soil. However,
when examining a wetland boundary, it is
usually necessary to look at the soil’s color
within the “B” horizon, which is located
below the darker “A” horizon on the surface.
In Massachusetts, the color of the “B” hori-
zon is usually associated with the presence
or absence of iron.

After the glaciers retreated from the Com-
monwealth some 10,000 years ago, the ma-

. terial that was left behind contained a large

percentage of quartz, which is gray in color.
In uplands, the particles of quartz became

,Soils: A Short Course

coated with oxidized iron (“rust”) over time,
and the result is the brown or orange colored
“B” horizon that is typical in well-drained
areas. However, in wetlands a process cailed
gleization occurs, which strips the iron from
the surface of the quartz particles, returning
the soil to its original gray color. In a very
wet soil, the surface layer will be very dark
black, due to high organic content, while the
horizon immediately beneath will be a uni-
form gray. In wetlands that are periodically
saturated and aerated, alternating gray and
orange spots called mottles (“Redoxy-
morphic features” in soil scientist jargon)
are formed.

Evaluating the color of a soil is done by
comparing the soil with a book of color
chips called the Munsell Soil Color Charts.
The Munsell Charts identify color as a func-
tion of three components, but it is the
“chroma,” defined as the strength of the
color, which is commonly used to determine
a soil’s moisture regime. In loamy soils,
which are typical throughout the interior of
Massachusetts, a certain percentage of gray
mottles (of chroma 2 or less) is usually
required justbelow the “A” horizon fora soil
to be considered hydric.

While this is all fairly straightforward in
theory, deciding exactly how many, what

color, and at what depth mottles will
qualify a soil as being “hydric” has been
debated for years. To help solve this prob-
lem, a recent document called Field Indica-
tors for Identifying Hydric Soils in New
England was developed with funding from
the EPA. This manual lists the characteris-
tics that qualify various types of soil as
hydric, and hence indicative of a wetland,
and will no doubtbecome the standard guide
for hydric soil determinations throughout
New England. .

While the estimation of a soil’s hydrol-
ogy may not be difficult in loamy soils,
there are other soil types which are more
problematic to correctly evaluate. In sandy
soils, typical of the Cape and the Islands as
well as glacial outwash deposits throughout
the interior of the state, gray mottles may not
develop even in areas that are saturated
almost year-round. In these areas, a mucky

(continued on page 6, Soils)
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Takings, (continued from page 1)
redraw the line at the outer limit of govern-

mental power to régulate and restrict actions ™

on private property. The bills would tilt the
present balance toward landowner rights
(and the rights of businesses on land) and
away from the rights of the public to be
healthy and safe. These bills would provide
for government payments to landowners
whose property values are reduced by fed-
eral environmental regulations.

The radical bill HR. 9235, entitled the
Private Property Protection Act of 1995,
was passed overwhelmingly in the House in
March, and is now in the Senate as part of
H.R.9, the House’s omnibus regulatory re-
form bill. It would require federal agencies
to compensate private property owners for
federal regulatory actions, under certain listed
laws, that reduce the fair market value of
their properties by 20 percentormore. Com-
pensation would have to be paid even if a
section of land, rather than the entire prop-
erty, were diminished in vatue by this amount.
If the lost value were more than 50 percent,
the owner could force the federal govern-
ment to buy the property for its fair market
value.

The bills would tilt the present
balance toward landowner rights
(and the rights of businesses on
land) and away from the rights of
the public to be healthy and safe.

This law would set up such a compensa-
tion scheme for Section 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species
Act, the Food Security Act (with its impor-
tant “Swampbusters” provision), and the
water rights entitlements in the Reclamation
Act, Federal Land Policy Management Act,
and Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re-
sources Planning Act.

To see how radical indeed this legal change
would be, imagine the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers now routinely requiring Clean
Water Act Section 404 permits for filling
federal wetlands and waterbodies, imple-
menting rules requiring demonstration of
“no netloss” by avoidance, minimizing and
mitigating impacts, and defining the wet-
land jurisdiction boundary by a federal
manual. And imagine EPA’s Section 404
guidelines now in regulations to protect fish-
eries, wildlife, and water supplies, and the

occasional EPA vetoes of 404 permits for

projects not»proqtggmtihng%tl}ggl‘. And imagine
“the Corps granting permits allowing most of

the proposed shopping centers, industrial
parks, subdivisions, and marinas, but not all
of them (conserving wetlands on at least 20
percent of the land).

Then imagine an office newly-created in
the Corps of Engineers where unhappy ap-
plicants could file administrative claims for
money, based on demonstrating that these
existing rules, these permit denials, or rou-
tine permit conditions diminish property
value over the 20 percent threshold. Imag-
ine how many landowners, developers, farm-
ers, and industries would seek such money.
Also imagine the bogus applicants who
would propose filling or dredging projects
knowingly violating these federal rules, then
filing their fake claims. Then imagine them
forcing arbitration or suing when the Corps
or EPA disagrees with their claims, refuses
to pay as much as they seek, or lacks the
money to do so. Then imagine them winning
that money from federal courts because this
wouldbe alegally binding entitlement under
the Private Property Protection Act of 1995.

The Senate’s version of the “takings” leg-
islation is S. 605, introduced in March by
Senator Dole with 35 co-sponsors, entitled
the Omnibus Property Rights Act of 1995,
and creating what amounts to a Property
Owners’ Bill of Rights.

The Senate bill is even more radical than
that of the House, although it sets a higher
“devaluation threshold” than the House —
with compensation paid in cases where regu-
lation causes a loss in value of one-third (33
percent) or greater — and although it does
notexplicitly require the purchase of private
property by government (through inverse
condemnation) where the loss is greater than
one-half (50 percent). Although an agency
may, at its option, buy the land for its fair
market value before the offending regula-
tion took effect.

The Senate measure goes beyond that of
the House, by covering all federal agencies
and their rules, by providing compensation
for loss of personal property, not just real
estate value, and by imposing onerous pro-
cedures for agencies to review proposed
actions for their potential impact on private
property. This includes a “takings impact
analysis,” an estimate of federal takings li-
ability, and an evaluation of alternatives.

Dangerously, it also makes its require-
ments apply equally to state (as well as

federal) agencies implementing programs

or receiving federal funding, even though. _..

the money for compensation would in all
cases be paid by the federal government.

Further, this Senate measure would entitle
aggrieved property owners to sue, giving
them standing in federal courts to litigate
almost any perceived infringement of their
rights, with attorneys fees awarded to those
who prevail.

The Senate measure goes be-
yond that of the House, by cover-
ing all federal agencies and their
rules, by providing compensation
for loss of personal property, not
Just real estate value, and by im-
posing onerous procedures for
agencies to review proposed ac-
tions for their potential impact on

private property.

Under both the Senate and the House bills,
the money for compensation to landowners
would come directly out of the budget of the
agency that promulgated the regulation chal-
lenged. The real purpose of these measures
thus seems not to be to authorize payments
to the landowners, but rather to prevent
passage or active implementation or en-
forcement of environmental regulations in
the first place.

Both measures authorize federal agencies
to sue one another for contribution, if the
“taking” for which one agency must pay
compensation was the result of requirements
imposed by another agency.

President Clinton announced on April 21
that he intends to veto any “takings” bill
which Congress might pass. It seems un-
likely that Congress would be able to over-
ride the veto, at least in the current forms of
these bills, soredrafting probably will occur.

Imagine what would happen if such laws
were enacted in Massachusetts. And imag-
ine the Wetlands Protection Act, with its
virtual ban on destruction of salt marshes
and fresh marshes and its limits on work in

flood-prone areas. Or the Superfund impos-

ing liability for cleaning up disposal sites
and releases of oil and hazardous materials.
Or the Hazardous Waste Management Act
withregulations on generatin g, storing, trans-

(continued on next page)
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porting, treating and disposing of hazardous
wastes..Or the Massachusetts Clean Air Act
_requiring permits for small and large emis-
'sion sources. Or the state Clean Water Act
regulating discharges to groundwater as well
as surface waters. Or the Water Manage-
ment Act requiring registration of large wa-
ter withdrawals, which must be approved by
the Water Resource Commission. Or the
Interbasin Transfer Act requiring state ap-
proval for moving water between water-
sheds. Or the Massachusetts Environmental
Policy Act (MEPA) requiring comprehen-
sive environmental analysis, including al-
ternatives, for many private (as well as pub-
lic) projects, resulting in Certificates by the
EOEA Secretary imposing conditions that
projects be carried out as promised and ex-
pected. Or the Tidelands and Waterways
Statutes, on the books for more than 100
years, requiring state approval for dredging
and filling and other development along the
waterfront (both inland and coastal) in order
to protect the reserved public rights of “fish-
ing, fowling and navigation” which date
back more than 300 years to the Colonial
Ordinances.
Presently, compensation is paid a land-
owner under the Fifth Amendment doctrine

~against “unconstitutional takings without
g 2

compensation,” when the property is seized
by government (called eminent domain),
when government actions and activities
physically restrict the use of property (called
inverse condemnation), when government
enters private property (called an easement
or other physical intrusion), and when gov-
ernment regulation goes too far by outright
prohibition of all practical, economic uses
(called a regulatory taking). A landowner
challenging a government rule or claiming
such compensation commences a suit in
court.

H.R. 925 instead would create an “entitle-
ment program’ with landowner claims go-
ing direct to federal agencies and compensa-
tion obtained administratively, with forced
arbitration or review in court, instead of
plaintiff landowners having to prove “tak-
ing” in court in front of a jury or judge.

S. 605 would create this “corporate wel-
fare program” plus burden federal agencies
with impossible technical and economic ju-
risdiction for their rules.

+ Gone would be the presumption of the
validity and need for federal statutes and
regulations. Gone would be the benefit of

the doubt favoring permit and license deci-
sions. Gone would be the legal rule that
compensation is due only when there is total
prohibition on all reasonable land use. Gone
would be the courts balancing the impact of
the restriction on the landowner against the
need for protection of public health and
safety. Gone would be the requirement that
a plaintiff in court prove that the lost land
value were “more likely than not” the result
of government action,

Dangerously, it also makes its
requirements apply equally to state
(as well as federal) agencies imple-
menting programs or receiving
federal funding,

Instead we as taxpayers would pay busi-
nesses not to pollute, landowners not to fill
wetlands, sitc owners to clean up hazardous
wastes, landowners not to destroy endan-
gered species, chemical users to reduce their
toxins, mine operators to protect water sup-
plies, agribusiness not to suck water sup-
plies dry, farmers to use other pesticides and
herbicides, manufacturers to switch to less
polluting methods, developers to incorpo-
rate proper drainage practices, air polluters
tomeet the emission rules, and water pollut-
ers to obey their permits. -

Of course, the actual purpose of the Pri-
vate Property Protection Act in the House,
the Property Owner’s Bill of Rights in the
Senate, and the bills under consideration in
the states, is not to pay property owners. The
propaganda about payment by federal and
state agencies is just to get the public to think
this legislation is good.” The real purpose is
to chill federal, state, and local government
use of the power to protect the public health,
safety, welfare, and morals. Under the U S.
Constitution this is known as the “interstate
commerce power,” the basis for almost all
modern federal environmental protection and
public bealth laws. At the state level, this is
known as the “police power,” the basis for
virtually all of the state environmental and
health laws plus city and town (as well as
county) land use laws and environmental
and health regulations. ;

Ifthis legislation, H.R.925 or S. 605, were
to pass the Congress over veto of the Presi-
dent so as to become the law of Massachu-

setts (which is after all part of the United
States), or if similar state laws were (o pass
in Massachusetts, what can be the future of
the Commonwealth, our natural resources,
our unique character, the health of our citi-
zens, the health of our economy, and the
bealth of our state and local environmental
laws? '

How will you like Living in your new
nation?

Gregor |. McGregor, Esq.
MACC Vice President
McGregor & Shea, P.C.

Ed. Note: MACC strongly opposes these
“takings” bills and encourages letters to
Sens. Kerry and Kennedy, as well as to

~ President Clinton requesting that he veto

such legislation should it reach his desk.
Address letters t0: Honorable Edward
Kennedyand John Kerry, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20510; President William J.
Clinton, White House, Washington, D.C.
20500.

CALENDAR

Sept. 16: Floodplain Ecology. N.E. Wild-
flower Society. Concord, MA. Focus on the
natural history, ecological relationships, and
functions of river systems, identification of
representative vegetation and importance of
river protection. Primarily in the field, in-
cludes a slide presentation. Limit 15. Fee:
$37 members/ $44 nonmembers. For infor-
mation call (508) 877-7630 ext. 3303 or
(617) 237-4924 ext. 3303.

MACC COASTAL WORKSHOPS
Protecting Waters in the Coastal
Zone — Controlling Nonpoint
Source Poliution

Saturday, Sept. 23, 1995

Three locations: Essex,

Quincy and Mashpee
Half-day workshop looking atnonpoint source
pollution in the three Mini Bays areas.

MACC FALL CONFERENCES
Wetland Buffer Zones

Saturday, Oct. 14, 1995

Northeastern University

Burlington Campus
Saturday, Nov. 11, 1995

Westfield State College
Third annual day-long conference offered at
two convenient locations this year.
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Self Help, (continued from page 1)

Self Help prkogr}?;n‘s‘mf\grr the following rea-

SOns:

e Most communities would not take
advantage of the program. Concerns
about outside control over the land and
to0 many strings attached to acquisi-
tions would make Self Help funding
unappealing. MACC suspects that the
real purpose of requiring state owner-
ship is for the state not to spend Self
Help money.

» Self Help would cease to exist. State
ownership would subvert the intent of
the Self Help programs — assisting
cities and towns in establishing munici-
pal open space. Self Help would in
effect become a misnomer — no longer
a grants program but a system of mu-
nicipalities recommending lands to the
state for acquisition.

« Cities and towns would be expected to
manage state lands at municipal ex-
pense. Communities might quickly
conclude that, if the state owns the land,
municipal resources should not be ex-
pended, and the state should manage it.
Given the sad state of staffing and infra-
structure at our state parks because of

ongoing budget problems, communi- ..

ties could not be optimistic about state
management.

+ Conservation Commissions would
probably lose the ability to determine
rules and regulations for use of the
land. The state would likely assert the
right to determine rules and regulations
for use of the land — removing present
Conservation Commission control.
These are more appropriately and better
administered at the local level by people
who live and work near the land.

» It is not fair for the state to own 100
percent of a parcel of land when it has
only contributed part of the cost.
Many parcels are acquired through a
combination of federal, state and local
monies. The House seems to feel that
where it puts its money, the state should
have majority interest. Yet most Self
Help funding constitutes only a fraction
of the cost of a parcel. The regulations
in fact set strict limits on the percentage
of a project’s cost the state can reim-
burse — based on population and per
capita income. In many cases commu-
nities would bave to grant the state
ownership of land largely paid for by
the community.

» The legislation doesn’t specify which

state agency would hold title. With-

"~ oufadvance
be the Division of Capital Planning and
Operations rather than an environmen-
tal agency. Furthermore, the state
agency which owned the land could be
burdened with the responsibility for
rules, regulations, security, enforcement
and other headaches.

 Leases and sales could occur without
local approval. State ownership raises
the risk of inappropriate transfers of
parcels toother uses. While suchchange
would require (and likely receive) leg-
islative approval, Conservation Com-
mission and other local consent would
not be needed. _

» Municipalliability would be increased.
The state as owner would not likely
purchaseappropriate insurance (the state
is self insured) leaving city and town
officials at risk of liability for money
damages in the case of injuries and
other problems.

Bond Funds Crucial

The Open Space Bond is critical to the
protection of the Commonwealth’s land and
water resources — for acquisition of open
space, restoration of degraded habitat, im-
provement of state park infrastructure, GIS
and conservancy mapping, and marine moni-
toring. It funds both the Agricultural Preser-
vation Restriction and Self Help programs.
When first filed the bill included only $7
million for each Seif Help program. MACC
played a major role in increasing funding to
the present level of $25 million each for Self
Help and Urban Self Help.

Before releasing the bill this summer, the
House Ways and Means Committee added
$100 million in hazardous waste cleanup
funds, but removed funding for land use
planning and education grants and coastal
monitoring. These provisions were added
back in via floor amendments offered by
new Natural Resources and Agriculture
Committee Chair, Rep. Barbara Gray. With
the addition of the hazardous waste monies
and additional floor amendments, the bill
now totals $550 million.

In order to report out a bill before the
summer recess the Ways and Means Com-
mittee did not include certain sections of the
bond it wants to study further, such as a
“trust” or OSPREY program and amend-
ments to the conservation restriction stat-

> specificationit wouldlikely -

utes. The Committee has promised to report
out the rest of the bill in the fall.

What You Can Do

MACC strongly supports the Open Space
Bond (now H.5206) with amendments to
remove the requirement that the state hold
title to Self Help lands. We urge Conserva-
tion Commissions to contact your state sena-
tor and to urge your selectmen/mayor and
planning boards to also write or call. Even if
the language is removed from the bill ulti-
mately passed by the Senate, a House-Sen-
ate conference committee will negotiate all
differences between the two versions. Then
it will be imperative to contact your state
representative as well.

Sally A. Zielinski, Ph.D.
Executive Director

Soils, (continued from page 3)

upper horizon, coupled with any mottling
below, may be enough to qualify a soil as
hydric. Similarly, there are many areas in
the Connecticut River Valley where the
parent material is composed of red sand-
stone rather than the gray quartz. In these

 soils, gray mottles may never form, despite

continuous saturation.

Like boundaries that are delineated based
upon vegetation alone, the accuracy of wet-
land lines flagged using soils and vegetation
will depend upon the individual wetland
delineator. Commissions should always
use common sense when presented with
information on soils. For example, while an
occasional obligate wetland plant will be
found in non-hydric soils, a wetland bound-
ary that runs through the middle of a dense
area of skunk cabbage should be reviewed
with a very skeptical eye. However, once
the basic principles of hydric soil interpreta-
tion are understood, Commissions will have
an additional tool at their disposal in their
implementation of the Actand Regulations.

Ward W. Smith »
‘Wetland and Soil Scientist
Valley Environmental Services

Ed. note: New wetland boundary regula-
tions became effective June 30. In many
cases the boundary is based on both
vegetation and indicators of wetland
hydrology. Hydric soil is one such
indicator.
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[E— ® Woetlands and Watarshed

ANDERSON‘ .S; KREIGER

Attorneys at Law

e

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

Wetlands Protection ® Land Use
DEP Appeals ¢ Litigation

George A. Hall, Jr.
47 Thorndike Street
Cambridge, MA 02141
(617) 252-6575

Cynthia Heslen
20 Federal Street
Greenfield, MA 01301
(413) 774-3392

W. E. Kuriger Associates

¢ Wetland Science e GIS Wetland Mapping
¢ Bioremediation e Licensed Site Professional
¢ Chemical Database Information

90 Atlantic Ave. e Fitchburg, MA 01420
800-292-0921 508 343-0921 Fax: 508 342-5065

The'BSC Group

/.—\

WATER QUALITY SCIENCE

NPDES Stormwater Pollution

Prevention Plans

® Nonpoint Sourca Pollution
Attenuation

* Sto Quality A

COASTAL RESQURCES

© Coastal Engineering %
Design and Stabilization

® FEMA/MEMA Parmit
Assistance

® Coastal Regulatory
Compliance

® Finfish, Shellfish Survevs

L L L
ECOLOGICAL SCIENCE
¢ Woetlapd Identification and

Assessment
MUNICIPAL SERVICES ] ol Habtat Assessment
® Environmental Permitting/

Licensing Endangered Species

® Soils ldentification and Survey
o )
Protection Bylaws :/o::ll:::z‘asxorauon and
L]

OPB_“ Space/Master Plans ® Environmental Educnnanal
® Environmental Impact Reports Programs |-/ ¢
® Forestry Management Plans o “\ ”
L

i
Construction Compliance RILHN

617 330 5300
Boston, Worcester, Norwell, Hartford 617 345 8008 Fax

¢ Lake & Pond Management
5 é * Environmental Studies & 21E Assessments
1 ° State-Certified Laboratory

= * Wetlands Delineation and Protection
LYCOTT| - Underground Tank Services
¢ Drinking Water Analysis

LYCOTT ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH, INC.
Southbridge, Massachusetts
(508) 765-0101 or (800) 462-8211

NEW ENGLAND ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

€nvironmental Consulting Services
800 Main St. - Amherst, MA 01002
Phone (413) 256-0202 Fax (413) 256-1092
Project Reviews for
Conservation Commissions
» Wetland delineation experts
« Soil scientists
» Wildlife habitat evaluation
* Hydrology Reviews

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

V Wetlands/Waterways
A joHNSON 4 V Zoning/Subdivision Control
A & WOOD4 W Hazardous and Solid Waste
hr.Cc. 4 V Special Municipal Counseling

h 4 WV Litigation

Attomezs at Law

92 State Street * Suite 200 628 Pleasant Street ¢ Suite 428
Boston, MA 02109 New Bedford, MA 02740
(617) 720-2299  (508) 991-5000
Fax: (617) 248-0331 Fax: (508) 991-5252

PATRI¢K C. GARNER

ENVIRONMENTAL & ENGINEERING SERVICES

Wetlands & Hydrology Specialists
* Wetland Delineation & Mitigation
* Federal, State & Local Permits

* Municipal Review & Consulting

“Environmentalists Serving the Evironmental Community”

19 Woodside Road
Harvard, MA 01451

508/456-8922

McGREGOR & SHEA

A Full Service Environmental Law Firm for 15 years.
Working for Conservation Commissions, Conservation
Administrators, Boards of Health, Planning Boards,

Boards of Appeal and Boards of Selectmen on all
aspects of Environmental Protection, Land Use
and Real Estate and related litigarion and
DEP and EPA Administrative Appeals.

McGREGOR & SHEA, P.C.

141 Tremont Street, Suite 200, Boston, MA 02111
617.338.6464 » FAX 617.338.0737
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AN ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS COLLABORATIVE

100 Corporate Place, Suite 103
Peabody, MA 01960

508 535-7861

508 535-0073 Fax

3 Otis Park Drive
Bourne, MA 02532
508 759-0050

508 759-0013 Fax

r Regulatory Reporter: Connecticut [

[ : Regulatory Reporter: Massachusetts ’
r Regutatory Reporter: Rhode Island [

COASTWISE COMMUNICATIONS
45 - Day Free Trial - 508-336-8636

We suggest that Conscrvation Commissions work with their Town
Planner, Engineer or Attomney | to share the cost of this important
twice monthly reporting service. It is pertinent to all four departments!

Call for a free trial today.

ETLANDS

¢ Site Evaluations
9 e Wetland Delineation
.LRESEF{VAT!ON * Wetland Permitting
¢ Soil Surveys
NC. ¢ Restoration/Mitigation Plans
¢ Wildlife Habitat Analysis
° Wetland Plant Stock

475 Ipswich Rd., Boxford, MA 01821 TEL (508) 352-7803
47 Newton Rd., Plaistow, NH 03865 TEL (603) 382-3435
126 Wildcat Rd., Barrington, NH 03825 TEL (603) 664-7645

“alley Environmental Services

Ward W. Smith  William A, Lattrell  Katherine |. Thiel

A B
) = Wetland Delineation
) Hydric Soils Identification

A 161 N i
A% Widife Habitat Evaluations orth Main Street

Sunderland, MA 01375

Ee"."'m”g ol Imoast Renort office: 413 665-2353
nviropmental Impact heports fax: 413 6652350

Reduced Rates for Conservation Commissions

GRAY Civil/Environmental

838 Washington Street « Holliston, MA 01746
(508) 429-5351 - fax (508) 429-4004 - graycivenv@aol.com

"Providing Stormwater Solutions™

Products

Applied Microcomputer Systems ....... HydroCAD™ Software
Bestmann Green Systems, Inc................... Bioengineering
Mardon Control Systems, Inc....... pH, Conductivity Sensors
Rainwise InC...cueuecvicernenenee Industrial Weather Instruments
Scientific Instruments, Inc................ Hydrology Equipment
StormTreat Systems™, Inc. Stormwater Treatment Systems
Suntree Isles, InC..ccuevvveniennnnnnns Erosion Control Equipment
Vortox Company ....cc.veeeueenecennenennens Stormwater Samplers

Services

» Water Quality Sampling/Analytical Laboratory Testing
- NPDES Permitting/Pollution Prevention Plans
» Hydraulic & Water Quality Modeling
« Title V Septic System Inspections

Massachusetts Association of Conservation Commissions

10 Juniper Road
Belmont, MA 02178
(617) 489-3930
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