
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2012 
BOARD OF HEALTH

REGULAR MEETING
Raymond Grant, Chairman, Robert McLintock Vice Chairman, Victoria Kinniburgh RN, Douglas Brown LPN, Robert Costa and Health Agent Beth Hallal, RS.   
At 4:30 PM Mr. Grant called the meeting to order. 
Mr. Grant stated as per MGL C 30A § 20 requires any person recording must notify the Chairperson at the beginning of the meeting.  The Town of Seekonk is recording both video and audio. 
Ms. Carina Moreira of Rhode Island Court Reporting, Inc. 

Mr. Brainsky stated she is recording on my clients behalf.  

CONSENT CALENDAR
Consider approval of Regular Session Minutes 


  1)
September 26, 2012
Ms. Kinniburgh RN made the motion to approve the minutes of September 26, 2012, seconded by Mr. McLintock and so voted unanimously.  

OLD BUSINESS
To vote on the Nitrogen Aggregation Loading Plan for Pine Hill Estates.

Mr. Grant stated at this time we give Mr. Najas or a representative for Mr. Najas to present.   

Mr. Eric Brainsky the Attorney for Mr. Najas stated this is a conservation project located off Newman Avenue.  As the Board is well aware a conservation development is a alternative to a conventional subdivision that reduces impervious surfaces by shortening roadways, reducing lot sizes in consideration in dedication of a percentage of open space.  The project is a little more than 10 acres, 5.8 acres are dedicated as open space located in an R-2 zoning district as show on the overlay plan that Insite Engineering has prepared.  We are here tonight seeking approval of one the Nitrate Loading Analysis that is one and I will explain that in a moment. 
Mr. Grant stated and that’s the only one we are going to deal with at the moment. 

Mr. Brainsky stated okay not a problem.  The Nitrate Loading Analysis was performed by Insite Engineering we have our design professionals here tonight, Rob Davis, who is a registered professional engineer and a principal of Insite Engineering is here to explain.  The nitrate loading analysis was prepared because this is a conservation development project.  I would like to note that on the onset of the meeting if this were a conventional subdivision project, a longer road and a conventional yield which was shown on the submission to the Planning Board, no nitrate loading would be required but because this the conventional plan the open space dedication smaller lot size the nitrate loading analysis was performed.  We feel we have met the letter of the law, the requirements of Title 5, DEP and all other regulations for the nitrate loading analysis.  Mr. Davis, I ask him, we are only dealing with the nitrate aspect at this time. 
Mr. Davis of Insite Engineering 1539 Fall River Avenue, Seekonk, MA thank the Board for allowing this opportunity to come before you and to discuss the project.  I assume the Board has received our letter dated October 23 on the Nitrate Loading Analysis? 

The Board stated yes. 

Mr. Davis stated primarily it is our understandings and belief this project is in compliance with all regulations governing a residential subdivision in a Zone 2 of a public water supply.  Further we will discuss the regulations.  I would like to present this aerial photograph showing the locations of the subdivision along with the GP4 well within the Water District property.  The 10 lots proposed under this project is a subdivision on 10 acres of land.  Again developing half of that about 5 acres.  The dimensional offset from the well to various corners of the subdivision are approximately 727 feet from the well to the closest point of the property, approximately 1053 feet to the closest point on the cluster subdivision lot and approximately 1130 feet from the well to the nearest septic.  Also the GP4 wells are separated from the subdivision by Coles Brook.  Coles Brook is a perennial stream acting as a drainage divide between the well and this project. Approximately half of the project flows northerly towards the brook the remainder flows to the south and westerly towards Central Pond.  The regulations governing the work within a Zone 2 radius of the well, as our understanding is Title 5 referencing the only applicable jurisdiction.   In 310 CMR 15.214 of the State Sanitary Code establishes Nitrogen Loading Limitations generally refers to as the 4-40 rule.  It states no system serving new construction in Nitrogen Sensitive Areas designated in 310 CMR 15.215 shall be designed to receive or shall receive more than 440 gallons of design flow per day per acre except as set forth at 310 CMR 15.216 (aggregate flows) or 15.217 (enhanced nitrogen removal).  So basically the 4-40 rule says that one four bedroom house or approximately 440 gallons per day can be built on an one acre lot roughly 40,000 square feet.  Our report entitled Nitrogen Loading Analysis Pine Hill Estates Cluster Subdivision follows the guidelines for Title 5 Aggregation Flows and Nitrogen Loading.  The calculations follow Title 5 mandate and determines that seven four bedrooms dwellings and three three bedroom dwellings can be constructed within the 10 lot subdivision.  Mr. Ainsworth of my office prepared this report and has discussed the findings with Ms. Hallal and brought the calculations in compliance with Title 5.  There are several letters submitted on behalf of the Seekonk Water Department and their consultants.  We respectfully offer these comments, we are aware of previous problems at the GP4 well and the septic system at the Hurley Middle School.  However it is our understanding that a Wastewater consultant specialist on FAST systems, Mr. Mike Monroe of JR Engineering Products has worked with the operator Paul Kennedy and has made significant improvements in the nitrate levels.  Nitrate levels are now below the threshold of 10 milligrams per liter and in compliance with DEP.  The good news is when the fast system is properly operated it does reduce the nitrate levels as it is intended to do.  In saying this one must be contingent of the fact that a lag time has occurred for the dilution of the reduced nitrate levels can show a positive effect on the readings of the GP4 well.  Upon speaking with our specialist on operating the FAST system an improvement will occur over time.  I would now like to present another aerial of the map that shows the existing well GP4 in the proximity to the Hurley School septic system and other potential sources of nitrate pollution.  This is the GP4 well here, the Hurley School septic system approximately 1150 feet away.  The Seekonk Water Department with a cesspool approximately 705 feet away, the filtration building for the Water Department with their septic system about 443 feet away.  The cesspool for the concession stand at the baseball field is about 548 feet away.  There are 5 existing cesspools within approximately 1500 feet of this well.  We cannot claim that any adjacent septic system and cesspools are the cause of the elevated are the cause of the elevated historic readings of nitrates at GP4.  We can only suggest that the antiquated systems those old cesspools likely go directly into the groundwater add much more potential to contaminate the well on that side of the drainage divide than the 10 proposed Title 5 compliance septic systems built a minimum of four feet above high anticipated ground water.  We understand and share the Seekonk Water District and the Board of Health’s concerns for any work proposed in the area surrounding the public water supply lot, however there is no evidence or data provided to demonstrate any violation of the governing Title 5 regulations.  Once again we thank you to present our findings and will be happy to answer any questions. 

Mr. Grant stated we want to keep this orderly and stay on task.  I would first like to ask our Health Agent if she has reviewed the nitrogen loading plan that has been submitted by the developer and complies with Title 5. 

Ms. Hallal stated she has reviewed all the calculations for the Pine Hill subdivision plan every calculation I have been over with Mr. Ainsworth more than once and it does comply with all the regulations. 

Mr. Grant stated my understanding for the Boards information I have spent an extensive amount of time in conversation with DEP and my understanding is the only regulation that applies to this development is Title 5 because the Town in my research does not have any by-laws and or land use restrictions in the area of the proposed subdivision.  It is my understanding that Title 5 is the controlling interest and what we need to look at.  I have a couple of questions for the engineer if you don’t mind and then I will go around the table and let them ask their questions.  I received the package that you put together, the engineering package and I received what was supposed to be in here according to your documents was that you had included the samples and the readings from the Hurley Middle School for a specified period of time, which I believe was a year.  When I went through that there were four months that were missing.  And the four months that were missing were months that indicated the septic system had put out significant higher levels than what the limits allow.  That is very concerning to me, I am looking at your information and you are coming before this Board and asking us to approve this proposal.  Yet it appears to me that you were attempting to hide some information from us because your statement and I will read it, “the data reports from the Paul Kennedy - Hurley School septic system monitoring agent depicts low levels of nitrates from September 2011 through September 2012 attached.  And those reports were not attached to the package we received and the package I received September 2011 was not included in that report and September 2011 showed a nitrate level of 31 milligrams with the limit being ten.  In October 2011 was not included in the package and that showed a nitrate level of 44 milligrams with the limit of ten.  So my question to start is why was that information not provided to this Board and why was this information not included in the package as it is stated.
Mr. Brainsky stated Mr. Chairman I am going to allow Insite and Mr. Davis to answer the issue, but I would like to prefis by saying this to start by blowing out an allegation that something was intentionally omitted in my opinion is with all due respect is in inflammatory thing to say.  If we. 

Mr. Grant stated I am going to stop you right there, you can take that any way you want, I said it appears. I did not say it was intentionally I said it appears.  So let’s stop right there and answer the question why those reports were not included.  

Mr. Brainsky stated I am going to answer the question but I just want to say that if we had referenced a data item or a report from the Middle school and it wasn’t in the package for whatever reason, it certainly wouldn’t be an intentionally omission or we wouldn’t have reference it in the report at all.  With that being said it could be an oversight.  
Mr. Ainsworth stated in all honesty I apologize to the Board the gentleman who prepared this and sent it in couldn’t be here tonight, Mr. Carlson, I know I have seen these in the file.  So we do have our hands on them, the only thing I can say is most likely it is an oversight.  Paul probably forgot to put those in there but we do have those in our file.  I will be glad to pull those for the Board I don’t believe we have the file. 

Mr. Grant stated the Board has them I made sure the Board has the copy of them. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated I am sure it was just an oversight on Mr. Carlson’s part.  I can’t speak for him, but I can make the assumption that knowing Paul he didn’t notice that when he put the package together. 

Mr. Grant stated you guys have been sitting out here for a long time waiting for your opportunity to talk and you knew what the issues were coming into this and I don’t think that anyone sitting out there can admit that this doesn’t look a little bit suspicious the only two months where the system was significantly higher were missing 

Mr. Brainsky stated but we referenced it, the actual months were the two high months in the report.  So if we are going to reference it in the report why would we omit the data. 

Mr. Grant stated I don’t know. 

Mr. Brainsky stated it was an oversight.   

Mr. Davis stated I do know Mr. Carlson prepared the report and I do know he was in consultation with Mr. Monroe and his assistant Paul Kennedy the operator of the system and my only suggestion is that information came from them, making the point the system is in compliance.  There are some individual spikes, in general the system is coming into compliance.  It is not perfect, but it is much better than what it was, years ago when the system was constantly.

Mr. Grant stated just a question I had because the appearance of something that is not right.  For the Boards information I did speak with the Department of Environmental Protection and I did speak to them about those two outliers because those are the two outliers and you look at the rest of the year it is running at 1.9, I think there is a couple 5.4, 4.3 but the rest are 1.9, 1.7.  Under Title 5 there is such a thing as a CCS, Comprehensive Compliance Status, they look at these reports, they look at the excursions, they try and determine the reason for these excursions were, low flow or cleaning the system, they look at the loading and the pounds per day.  What the DEP notified me was those two readings were high did not mean the system was in failure.  Yet if there were repeated consecutive months of the numbers being high, then we would be put under an order the school department to bring the system under compliance.  It would be one thing if those readings were 40 or 50 and we are putting out 12,000 gallons of water a day, which the system was designed for.  You have to look at the loading and pounds per day and even with those elevated numbers the system is well below what is required by DEP to be a functioning system.  I just wanted to get that out there.  Now I will go around the table for anyone who has questions for Insite Engineering, Mr. McLintock.
Mr. McLintock stated I just want to verify something so I have a clear understanding, we recall most of the members who are here, the thing that triggered this thing is Gary Sagar at one time making a comment that if we had been in violation, the Board of Health would have shut us down if we exceed their nitrates which is ten by the way.  We are talking about three times more four times more in one month okay.  I am just curious why if we are exceeding the capacity set forth by EPA they did not notify somebody that this was going on.  Mr. Sagar said we are in violation. 


Ms. Hallal stated we are not. 

Mr. McLintock stated according to the numbers when we went over ten we were in violation and we were notified, I can grant you that. 

Ms. Hallal stated we are notified on a monthly basis.  I observe it and when it is over that number they start to feed it with nutritants  and some type of bug to bring the numbers down. 

Mr. Grant stated another thing DEP told me is they don’t look at just that one number to determine if the system is in failure you have to take into consideration as it was explained to me, you have to take into consideration the amount of flow, that is being put out over an amount of time.  We would be in violation if they system was putting out 12,000 gallons per day and the nitrate level was over 10 milligrams per liter, with the system functioning at maximum capacity. 
Mr. McLintock stated so in other words when the system was designed and shoved down the Town’s throat there is no way in the world that it could have ever been in violation because there is not enough flow coming out of there nor will there ever be probably.  
Ms. Hallal stated if the data changed absolutely it is just like Mr. Grant said if doing maximum capacity with the flow on a daily basis and those nitrate levels were coming out over the 10 milligrams per liter there would definitely be an issue and there would definitely be an order on the school to correct the deficiency.  

Mr. McLintock stated what I am saying to you the EPA designed that system they forced it down the Town’s throat to put it in there knowing very well what the flow rates were and that there was no way the gallon-age flow would ever meet the capacity of that system.  So therefore they have nothing to worry about then.  
Mr. Grant stated I do feel like, it bothers me that that stuff was not included in the package, but we have to keep on the question before us is does the project submitted to us meet the nitrogen aggregation loading and is it in compliance with Title 5.  That’s the question.  

Mr. Brown LPN stated I would like to ask the developer can you come up here and show us where on the map you are building three three bedroom dwellings and where they are going to be in relations to this map. 

Mr. Najas asked if Mr. Davis could answer that. 

Mr. Brown LPN asked where are the proposed.

Ms. Hallal stated they can be wherever they want as long as they meet the regulations

Mr. Brown LPN asked where are you thinking.

Mr. Brainsky asked Mr. Chairman point of order, the stenographer can only take down one person at a time.  I apologize, thank you. 
Mr. Ainsworth stated I think Ms. Hallal is right, the aggregated plan is for the whole site and we are allowed three three bedroom houses and seven four bedroom houses.  I don’t think there is anything in the Title 5 regulations or anything in the guidelines in determinating this.  That limit us to stating at this point in time which one of the lots is going to be a three or which one is going to be four.  To get locked into this at this time is not fair to the developer.  So obviously three of them are going to have to be three bedrooms and the rest will be four.  It is a possibility that they might end up three bedrooms, depending on the people who come in and what type of house they are going to build. 

Ms. Hallal stated I agree with Mr. Ainsworth.

Mr. Brown LPN stated I guess my concern is, is there a location there you have to build three three bedroom units that is the proposal.  Is there a more favorable location where it would have a more minimal impact on the Water District or it doesn’t matter?  Do you know the question I am trying to ask, you have to build three three bedroom units there should the proposal be approved, is there a more favorable location for those three bedroom units where they have less of an impact on GP4.

Mr. Ainsworth stated the three lots closest to GP4 but the whole site is looked at as the nitrogen and aggregate loading so to pick out what lots would be what at this point in time really would not be fair to the developer.  And as I stated three three bedrooms is what the calculations show, so seven of those lots can be up to four bedrooms and three of those lots have to be three bedrooms, that is the minimum.  Again he might come in depending on who comes in and buys and what type of house is going up we could end up with ten three bedrooms lots, ten three bedroom septic systems out there.  This is what we are allowed to do, this is the maximum we can do with the site. 
Mr. Brown LPN stated right but obviously this would be the prime location that would have the least impact on GP4, these first three lots would also have less on an impact on GP4 because of the drainage is headed to the north from what your engineer says. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated correct basically the site is divided right down the middle, with five maybe half of six draining to the north and the rest of them draining to the south and over to the west. .  

Mr. Brainsky stated Mr. Ainsworth of Insite Engineering performed the Nitrate Loading analysis to explain a little further we are not just taking about lot one four or three, the site is considered as a whole. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated you look at the whole property.
Mr. Ainsworth stated we look at the whole ten acres, in the guideline there are certain areas we have to take out.  Areas that are under the influence of flood, wetlands areas anything under water, asphalt which is going on, they make us take that out of the area.  There is a wetland area there on the site to the north, a small wetland that encompasses a small area up there and a flood zone on top of the wetland.  That area was taken out of the ten acres, we took a look at how much asphalt was going in there including the roadway area, the sidewalk area and driveways and everything, that number was taken out of the ten acres.  There was a question about the infiltration pond, the question Ms. Hallal brought up and I believe she verified this with the DEP, does that count as an area we have to eliminate.  The DEP.
Ms. Hallal stated because you named it Pond, it is not old water.

Mr. Ainsworth stated at that point in time because it was a grey area and the final approval for the aggregated plan has to go through DEP we just eliminated that from the area.  We lost that square footage.  

Ms. Hallal stated that is why you have the three houses with three. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated that was the total area for the nitrates that is where the calculation began for the breakdown of bedrooms.  

Mr. Brown LPN stated that explains why you have a.

Mr. Ainsworth stated correct. 


Mr. Brown LPN stated my next question, I will make it short I know we have to move on here.  What about the pitch of the road, the pitch of the road goes down towards Newman Avenue, so there won’t be any type of motor oils.  Are you going to pitch the road. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated yes. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated that is an important engineering aspect of the project too, the pitch will be downward towards Newman Avenue so it won’t be towards the water. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated the roadway the way it is designed now is goes towards Newman Avenue to an area in through here opposite of lot two.  This cul-de-sac will be pitching back to here also.  This open space right here is where we have our infiltration pond that will collect all the road run off. 

Mr. Grant stated you will see that Mr. Brown on definitive plan of subdivision.  

Mr. Ainsworth stated we have an area over here with an infiltration pond and through the Planning Board review also the cul-de-sac over in through here we have a bio-retention area which is also help filter nitrates.  
Mr. Brown asked what is a bio-retention area?

Mr. Ainsworth stated a bio-detention area is basically an area that will collect water and it is vegetated with a stone diaphragm that will take out the initial solids that get in there.  The bio-retention area has certain types of bushes which will grow in a wet environment.  So it is used for drainage purposes but it is almost like a mini wetland that is being created. 
Mr. Brown LPN stated thanks. 


Mr. Costa and Ms. Kinniburgh had no questions for the Engineers.

Mr. Grant asked if any persons from the audience had any comments on this project.  

Mr. Robert Bernardo Superintendant of the Seekonk Water District stated this is the calculation, does this take into consideration the pre-existing levels of nitrates in GP4 in any way.

Ms. Hallal stated no.

Mr. Bernardo stated as Mr. Davis has earlier pointed out the direction of flow, this is surface water correct. 

Mr. Davis stated that is correct. 


Mr. Bernardo stated so we don’t know the direction of the aquifer with the wells do we?

Mr. Davis stated no we anticipated it goes to the west. 

Mr. Bernardo stated the only way we really know is a hydro-geologic study correct. 
Mr. Davis stated but it is not required by Title 5.

Mr. Bernardo stated I understand that but I am asking a question. 
Mr. McLintock stated I understand what the law says as it relates what we can require and what we can’t require.  But if it is going to take a test like Bob just mentioned to put everyone at ease, then I think this would be the right way to go.  I will tell you why, because no matter what happens if those things come down and contaminated it and the nitrates go up and for whatever reason DEP decides to issue an order down here, there is going to be a real real problem.  I don’t know what kind of money you are talking about to do these testing, but it is your land and my recommendation is that you do that, would that satisfy the Water District.  I know it is not going to satisfy you completely.
Mr. Davis stated that is a long way of telling us what is really going to happen.

Mr. McLintock stated and that will tell you. 
Mr. Bernardo stated it will tell us which way the aquifer is flowing. 
Mr. McLintock stated I mean if it is flowing in the opposite way from the wells then it is not quite as bad as if it is going towards the wells. 
Mr. Bernardo stated yes the perception would be yes it would be a great impact. 

Mr. McLintock stated what would something like that cost, to do it. 

Mr. Bernardo stated I don’t know $25,000.

Mr. McLintock stated $25,000 a small price to pay to save the Town of having a well system that they rely on the water for. 

Mr. Bernardo stated they have members of an engineering firm right here, who might have an idea of what the cost would be. 
Mr. McLintock stated what are we talking about cost here boys.  Come on you guys know, you know especially, you got to know. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated actually I have never been involved in one.  I would even begin to speculate.  
Mr. McLintock stated I believe it is a reasonable question to ask. I think it is a reasonable thing that we can ask you to do ask.  I grant you we gaffed up, we don’t have them in our regs to do that and we probable should.  But to take and do something that might contaminate the wells in this Town would be just unthinkable as far as I’m concerned.  I think as far as a lot of people who live in this Town are concerned.  And if that is all it is going to take to solve that issue and then you will never be able to solve it, but at least get it out of the way, it is least something that should be talked about.  
Mr. Brainsky stated in response to your first question Mr. McLintock, I have no idea how much the hydro-geological study would cost for this site.  

Mr. McLintock stated it would take a phone call at 8 o’clock in the morning to find out. 

Mr. Brainsky stated I can tell you this, I had a subdivision that I worked on not too long ago, where hydro-geology and hydrogeology became an issue the flow of groundwater became an issue and raised by similar comment raised by the similar comment from the public, why don’t you just do a study and a similar statement was made in a neighboring community and I not sure how much they set up $10,000, $15,000, $90,000 later they completed the study and it showed exactly what Mr. Davis suggested with regards to that subdivision.  I am not suggesting it is the same here.  We have satisfied Title 5we are bound by Title 5.
Mr. McLintock stated I understand that. 
Mr. Brainsky continued I say that with the upmost respect toward the Board and Mr. Bernardo, and everybody’s concerns.  We have the same concerns, but my client has gone through quite a bit of machination here with this project.  He designed it, has done a nitrate loading analysis, has been told in concept on multiple occasions that there is an issue with the ground water out there.  Yet we have been provided no evidence, the only perical evidence is saying that there is any issue showing that the is any problems with the nitrate levels at this project or GP4.  I know there was data submitted but I know that on October 23rd, I submitted a package of information to this Board and the Annual Report of the Seekonk water District issued six months ago in April, stated that there was a special nitrate analysis performed every other month by the District at GP4 to ensure that waste water treatment system is working properly.  And this was issued April 2012 and so here we are six months later this project was issued and filed with the Board with all due respect and we are hearing from the Water District that there is a problem with GP4 it is already polluted and you are going to pollute it even more.  But their own report from six months ago that says there is no problem.  So what is the truth, I don’t know but you can’t ask my client to do a study that is going to cost him thousands of dollars when we meet Title 5 and there is no evidence in the record of any issue.  I say that very respectfully. 
Mr. Bernardo asked where did it say that there is no problems with nitrates?

Mr. Brainsky stated in your report as a precaution, in every other month the District continues to collect water samples from a monitoring well located in the rear of the Middle School and the production well (GP4) closest to the Middle School to verify that the waste water treatment system at the school is working properly.  Now if that waste water treatment system wasn’t working properly then why wasn’t it in the this report that was issued by the district six months ago.  The inference here is it is working properly.  
Mr. Grant stated the Board has a copy of that in the Water District report in your package.  We can certainly reference it if we want.  I am sure you have read it as have I, I was struck by a couple of things in there that all results were well below the limits set by the EPA and DEP for nitrates and also for nitrates.  That was in the report that was submitted as the Water Department’s annual report.  
Mr. Bernardo stated we currently have no violations of our wells for this report and I will like to keep it that way.  It is call source water protection. 

Mr. Grant stated I understand.  If there are any other issues with regards to this I would like to.

Mr. Brian LaSalle of 228 Burnside Ave the Treasurer for the Water District stated I am not the commissioner; I have no voting rights I just want to say I can’t support this.  Mr. Bernardo has a fiduciary duty to protect and maintain the water supply.  That is why he is here.  Obviously the aquifer is very vulnerable to septic systems.  We are not here to stop          I am a CPA by profession.  We do have an existing situation at the Hurley Middle School, I would like to take a different perspective here, if for some reason we do have a contamination problem, that means we have to remedy the situation.  We remedies there are cost associated with that I just want to give you an idea of what those costs can be.  Some of the remedies are installing a nitrate removal system, drill the well deeper (to get away from the runoff I guess), blending wells or blending water supplies.  Which means digging a new well and putting all the water together to reduce the levels of nitrates, drill a new well, lastly purchase bottle water for drinking and cooking purposes.  I don’t think you want to get to that level.  But again, as Treasurer I am trying to protect the financial well being of the Water District.  The last two years they have been doing okay financially, prior to that we struggled.  We are finally starting to get on our feet, if we get hit with these problems and these costs, it is going to be a tremendous burden on us, a tremendous burden on us.  To give you an idea a new well four to five hundred thousand dollars. Nitrate treatment equipment minimum of I don’t have any hard numbers, but from my research sic hundred thousand dollars.  With the nitrate treatment equipment, operating cost would increase by one hundred thousand dollars per year to maintain the equipment.  It puts the equipment through a punishment to clean the water.  So you are looking one hundred thousand dollars additional to maintain that operating equipment.  We don’t have the funds to purchase this kind of system.  So again, we are not trying to stop a man from making a living, however is it worth putting the drinking water at risk or roll the dice.  There are a couple of alternatives, ground water monitoring, hydro-geologic (whatever you call it).  I know at the Board of Selectman’s meeting a while back someone mentioned tying into the Hurley Middle School that would be an alternative.  I don’t know I am not an engineer, so I don’t know.  I did find something from the Minnesota Department of Agriculture drinking water detection series, nitrates contamination, what is the cost.  I want to read a couple of things I found in here, due to nitrate contamination a number of public water supplies have need to take significant and often costly corrective steps to provide safe drinking water.  In relation to a reverse osmosis process which cleans out the water the membranes need to be replaced on a regular basis.  The reverse osmosis can reduce nitrates by 85 to 95 percent, but actual removal rates vary.  It is not a perfect system.  This is a case study in Minnesota, the city of Perham, it is called new well of 2002, the blending and replacement of two low producing wells construction expenses cost city residents over six hundred thousand dollars.  That was 2002, in relation to costs on this case study all construction cost can range from $350 to $1,000 per residents.  Going back to the increased maintenance cost on a system, an osmosis system or whatever it might be the annual equipment maintenance can cost 25 ¢ to 35¢ per 1000 gallons of treated water, for comparison purposes public water suppliers with nitrate contamination can reduce drinking water at 5¢ to 10¢ per gallon.  We are talking about cost going from 5¢ to 10¢ to 25 ¢ to 35¢ per gallons potentially, the annual cost that will have to incur.  Based on our gallons we are talking about $100,000 a year additional operating cost should this fail, on top of a new well or equipment to reverse this nitrate level.  One last thing I would like to add here, again an excerpt based on the additional cost from communities that have installed nitrate removals it appears that the treatment costs are 45 times higher than other water suppliers not impacted by nitrates.  So our costs will go up 45% if we have nitrates as opposed to not having nitrates problem.  So again I am here to support Rob and this is what we are going to have to deal with should there be a problem.  We don’t know if there will be but why roll the dice.  All these costs will have to be pushed on to our rate payers.  We don’t have cash to put out. 
Mr. Grant asked if there is a motion. 

Mr. Brown LPN made the motion to approve the project as presented, it has met the obligations of Title5.

Mr. Grant stated there is a motion to approve, is there a second. 

Mr. Costa seconded the motion.

Mr. Grant stated there is a motion and a second is there any further discussion, seeing none all those in favor of approving the nitrogen aggregation loading for Pine Hill Estates, and so voted 4-1 with Mr. McLintock opposing. 
The Definitive Plan of Subdivision for Pine Hill Estates. 
Ms. Hallal stated this is the definitive plan and the only difference is the size of the pond right here.  
Mr. Grant asked the only difference is the size of the pond. 

Ms Hallal responded yes. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated the modified plan that we have up here you can see through the approval process one of the comments was they preferred to have some type, something that would blend more into the contour on the land.   So what we have done is basically taken the pond so it will blend in a little bit more.  After going through all the drainage calculations and adding this small bio-retention area over in through here, we were actually able to reduce the size of the pond down.  So this pond is actually is about 2,000 to 2,500 feet smaller than what we had initially proposed in through there because of the addition of the small bio-retention area over in through there.  Those are the only two minor changes that were proposed on this one as opposed to the original plans the Board received with this infiltration pond here. 
Mr. McLintock asked has this been through the Planning Board yet. 

Ms. Hallal stated yes as well as a third party engineering firm.  

Mr. Ainsworth stated the initial review that we received from CEI a consultant for the Planning Board had made that suggestion to us.  Instead of taking this area over through here and create a bio-retention area to get some of a limited area of asphalt over in through here into the bio-retention area.  Bio-retention area by Storm Water Management helps reduce any type of pollutants, nitrates etc. etc. from going into the ground.  We took a look at it we took the grading and the way the road was graded and said well okay it works for us.  So basically we created this area in through here tied into an over flow catch basin in through here.  So when this area gets to roughly 18 inches of water it will go into a catch basin system down through here and then into the infiltration pond.  Again which the infiltration pond which Storm Water Management is an acceptable way of removing pollutants and including nitrates etc. etc. so a lot of the water up through here will be treated twice.  So this was a recommendation from the Planning Board itself. 
Ms. Hallal stated the only issue we have which common and has happened before is we have perc test in this area which require the Board of Health to go back out with the engineer and do a few more perc test and soil evaluations. 

Mr. Costa is there a storm interceptor or anything on the project. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated yes there is what we have is a drainage system in through here with a second manhole cover off the side of the road is a storm interceptor I believe we designed the 450 to go in there, so the drainage from all the asphalt and all the driveways and all the roadways will be collected to the drainage system going through the deep sump catch basins, going through the small bio-retention area in through a storm interceptor which will help get up above the 80% we need and then it will go into a small sediment basin.

Mr. Grant asked if there were any questions on the definitive plan.  Seeing none is there a motion. 

Mr. McLintock asked is there any reason why you can’t take the water and dump it onto Newman Avenue.

Ms. Hallal stated no. 

Mr. Ainsworth stated by the regulations we are not supposed to increase any flow off site and we don’t really know how the drainage system off Newman Avenue is already taxed as far as the drainage flow.   By increasing it by the amount of water coming from here could cause severe problems for the Town out there.  So by regulation we have to maintain on site.  
Ms. Hallal stated absolutely.  The other issue I wanted to mention is sidewalks, so when I write the memo to the Planning Board we are recommending sidewalks.  That is common practice. 


Mr. Grant asked is there a motion to approve the definitive plan. 

Mr. Costa made the motion to approve the definitive plan as presented, seconded by Ms. Kinniburgh RN.   

Mr. Grant stated moved and seconded is there any further discussion.  All those in favor of the definitive plan and so voted 4-1 with Mr. McLintock opposed. 

FY 2013 request for the Annual Disposal Bill exemption - 225 Oak Hill Ave
James Casala

Mr. Grant stated item number C is a request for annual disposal bill exemption for 225 Oak Hill Ave, James Casala.  Is James Casala here. 

Since this is the seconded request from Mr. Casala and the seconded time he did not attend the meeting the Board does not want to hear this issue again and Mr. Casala will have to pay the Town for the Annual Disposal Bill.
Discussion regarding the Public Hearing date  for the Tobacco Regulations
Mr. Grant stated we have gone through that with the consultant and to set a date for the Tobacco Regulations any suggestions. 

Ms. Hallal stated our coordinator asked if it can be done after the holidays. 

Mr. Grant asked if this can be in conjunction with a Board of Health meeting it is a public meeting.  

Ms. Hallal stated yes.  

Mr. Grant stated can we schedule this for January.  Make the public hearing for our first meeting in January.  

Ms. Curzake asked if we will be going back to the second and fourth Wednesday of every month. 

Mr. Grant stated correct.  So we will make it the second Wednesday in January.  Is everyone okay with that.  No. 
Mr. McLintock stated he will not be here. 
Mr. Grant stated we need to get this done so.

NEW BUSINESS
FY 2013 request for the Annual Disposal Bill exemption. 

1135 Taunton Ave

Gene & Elaine Baasch
Mr. Grant stated I don’t see Mr. or Mrs. Baasch so. 
Ms. Curzake informed the Board that Mrs. Baasch has had some health issues lately so that be one of the reasons why she is not here.  

Mr. Grant asked to give her a call. 

HEALTH AGENT’S REPORT 


Septic Disposal Plans approved by the Health Agent



78 Wheaton Ave

N/F.N. and L.K. Yaghjian



478 Central Ave

D. Trahan



150 Hebron Ave

Jack Kenyon 



1515 Fall River Ave

Albertino Milho



127 Ricard St


Costa Development



143 Ricard St


Costa Development



130 Ricard St


Costa Development
Ms. Hallal stated of the plans seven need approval from conservation.
COMMUNITY SPEAKS

Mr. Grant stated is there anyone in the audience, seeing none. 
BOARD CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMENTS

Mr. Grant would like to start this whole thing with this development bothers me.  We were in my opinion absolutely positively boxed in a corner.  We are required in my opinion to abide by the law.  That in my opinion is that is in fact what we did.  I don’t know if it should come from this body or if it should come from another body, but my research in talking with DEP if the Town has some by-laws or if we had some by-laws in regards to land restriction around these wells, we wouldn’t have to be dealing with this issue, because this would not have been an issue.  So my question is who is the appropriate body to get that ball rolling so we stop this from happening. 
Ms. Hallal stated we can probably incorporate something beyond Title 5. 

Mr. Grant stated that is the other thing DEP had said to me, do we have anything in our health regulations that require something above and beyond Title 5 like a hydro-geological study.  Then we could have required them to do that. 

Mr. McLintock stated I still think we need to look at that and I will bring that to the Selectmen.

Mr. Grant stated I think we should come together and start looking at some of the regulations. 

Ms. Hallal stated the first one we should do is the septic regulations. 

Mr. McLintock what is that. 

Ms. Curzake stated section two of the Board of Health Regulations. 

Mr. Grant stated can we put that on the agenda for the next meeting for discussion and review and potential modifications. 
Mr. McLintock stated should it be a workshop. 


Ms. Hallal stated we can do it at a board meeting.  You have copies so we don’t need to make copies.  

Mr. Grant stated if you need copies just let Denise know.  I think we should take a look at that. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated this is going to happen again.  

Mr. Grant stated the only other question I have is I am not sure if we do anything at all.  This plan still needs to go up to DEP and DEP needs to approve this plan.  My question is should we as a Board of Health write a letter to DEP stating we do have some concerns.

Ms. Hallal stated we already did that. 

Mr. Grant stated should we as a Board write a letter to the Department of Environmental Protection notifying them of our concerns with regards to the drinking well of the Town and suggest that it would make the Board of Health and the residents of the Town of Seekonk more comfortable if they required additional hydro-logical studies. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated absolutely. 

Mr. McLintock stated I would like to ask the people on this Board, just what is a hydro-logical thing show which way the thing is blowing is that all it does. 

Mr. Grant stated yes. 

Mr. Costa stated most likely it is going towards the pond he is right. 

Ms. Hallal stated that area is an area we call glacial outwash.  When the glacier came through that was an area that water moved through and that is way it settled in the low areas.  As it moved it took a lot of the nutrients, at the bottom of the ponds it is silt, that because all the nutrients were removed from the stone.  It is good because that is how people could develop.  
Mr. McLintock state I would not have been as adamant as I was on this project.  Many of you don’t know that gravel was removed from the library.  You have probably have heard rumors of it, it is not a rumor.  And that gravel was there because there was a federal order going back to 1980’s, a federal court order for that not to be removed.  Matter of fact the Town and Massachusetts government gave 1.2 or 1.4 million dollars to Mr. McHale who owned that land way back when.  So that is one of my concerns, I knew what was going on with that gravel unfortunately, and I am concerned with this on top of that being taken away.  
Ms. Hallal stated we know it is in your heart. 

Mr. McLintock stated it is not my heart, it the people in this Town not having a drinking supply that they can count on.  

Mr. Grant stated well obviously I am concerned with that as well, but without any regulations we have no leg to stand on.  But I do think we want the Town to know that we are concerned about it and we are doing everything within our powers to protect the drinking water.  That is why is suggest we send a letter to DEP.  DEP now has to rule on the aggregation plan, so at least as the Board of Health we go on record and we approved this because it is in compliance with Title 5 and we don’t have local regulations at the current time to not approve it.  However we do have a concern about the nitrate levels at these wells and we would like additional studies performed before DEP grants final approval to ensure the safety of our Town’s drinking water and wells. 
Mr. Brown LPN seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grant stated it was a suggestion. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated I will still second it. 

Mr. Grant stated it has been moved and seconded all those in favor, and so voted 5-0.  So I will draft a letter and I will make sure it gets to each one of you in draft form, so we can all see it, and my suggestion is that all five of us sign. 
Mr. McLintock stated the other thing I think is important too.

Mr. Grant stated not just one person just signing it. 

Ms. Kinniburgh RN agreed with Mr. Grant.

Mr. McLintock stated the Water District is responsible for a lot of what happened.  If they stepped on this thing earlier.  One of the problems is the aquifer was going to be preserved.  

Mr. Brown LPN stated this was a financial decision by the Water Department.  We just heard his Treasurer, I am really angry about this.  

Mr. McLintock stated when we found out about this it was already done.  

Mr. Brown LPN stated they put an offer in. 

Mr. McLintock stated and they thought it was okay. 

Mr. Costa stated if you are going to low ball someone that is going to happen.

Mr. McLintock stated they had an appraisal on it. 

Mr. Costa stated they were asking six hundred and something thousand for it and they offered four hundred.  

Mr. McLintock stated I don’t know what the appraisal was but I was told they had an appraisal on it and made an offer.  

Mr. Costa stated three hundred and seventy nine thousand I think it was.  

Mr. McLintock stated the conservationist saving land, she was acting as the buyer for the Water District.  She did not even find out until eight weeks after it was sold to this gentlemen that it was even sold and they had four hundred thousand on the table.  

Mr. Grant stated I think we are making the right move and making the right decisions moving forward. 

Mr. Kinniburgh RN stated we need to let the Town people know we are not in favor of this, we are concerned with our drinking water, we were caught between the water department; the developer, the Board of Health had to make the final decision.  The only decision we could make in all fairness was to approve it, it met all the regulations.
Mr. Brown stated I think we should also send a letter to the Water Department asking them why and when they plan on tying in the cesspools that are currently in place.  I can believe the Water Department is using cesspools.  Those baseball fields belong to the Town of Seekonk, that snack bar the rest rooms for the snack bar and the cesspools in the Water Department maybe you can’t tie the leach field.  This is what blew me away, this was the kiss of death for the Water Department, when I read this it was determined that the Seekonk Board of Health registered seven properties within 1500 feet of GP4 contains active cesspools one of these properties is the Seekonk Water Districts own office building.  
Mr. McLintock stated it serves six people. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated it doesn’t matter how many people it serves it is a cesspool it should be tied into the middle school. 

Mr. Grant stated why couldn’t be tied into their own septic system. 
Mr. Costa stated because it would cost money.

Mr. Brown LPN stated right but you’re going to in that baseball field.  

Mr. McLintock stated either way it is going to cost someone money. 

Mr. Grant stated they have a septic system on their property. 

Mr. Costa asked the Water Department. 

Mr. Brown LPN stated they have a septic system and a cesspool. 

Ms. Curzake stated the office is a cesspool and the treatment plant is a septic system.  

Mr. Brown LPN stated we need to send a letter and tell these guys you need to tie your office and the concession stand into the septic plant.  If they don’t want to tie in the ball field into the Water Department then tie it into the middle school.  That has to be done if they are concerned with nitrates, there are three potential sources of nitrates there.  This is idiotic and it pisses me off, they dropped the ball with this thing.  

At 5:37pm Ms. Kinniburgh RN made the motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Costa and so voted unanimously. 

Approved at the Board of Health meeting of January 9, 2013.


