
Town of Newbury 

Building Project Construction Committee Friday June 21, 2019 

7:00A.M., at Town Hall 

Please find the attached pdf of documents to be distributed at Friday's construction committee 

meeting. The following documents have been attached. 

1. Public notice of meeting 6-21-19;
2. Agenda;
3. May 17, 2019 meeting summary draft pending committee review/approval;
4. CTX 5-17-19 meeting notes;
5. CTX invoice dated 6-5-19;
6. Public meeting update regarding local approvals/permitting (Wednesday, June lih joint

hearing)
7. CTX Site plan review correspondence, GGD to Joe Serwatka PE, peer review engineer;
8. CTX revised site plan (9 pages);
9. GGD communication regarding conservation commission questions;
10. Project open items 6-21-19 under review;
11. Schedule of probable costs 4-26-19 no update pending DD cost estimate;
12. Project schedule (no change);
13. Communications;

Respectfully submitted, 

Bob Connors 



PUBLIC NOTICE POSTING REQUEST 
TO OFFICE OF TOWN CLERK 

Email: townclerk@townofnewbury.org 
Fax: 978-572-1228 

BOARD/COMMITTEE/ORGANIZATION: POLICE STATION BUILDING PROJECT 

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE 

■ MEETING 0 PUBLIC HEARING

DAY of WEEK/DATE: FRIDAY June 21, 2019 ___ _ TIME (AM/PM): 7:00 A.M. 

ADDRESS: ■ Newbury Municipal Offices, 12 Kent Way, Byfield, MA 01922

ROOM: 

PURPOSE: 

SUBMITTED BY: 

■ 2nd Floor Hearing Room 

GENERAL BUSINESS 

ROBERT CONNORS, 
chairman. 

All meeting notices must be filed and time stamped in the Town Clerk's office and posted on the 
municipal bulletin board 48 hours prior to the meeting in accordance with MGL Ch. 30A, § 18-25. 

This may 1101 include Saturdays, Sundays or legal holidays. 
Newbury Municipal Offices are open !\Ion., Wed., Thurs. 8-4 and Tuesday from 8-7, closed Fridays. 

Faxed or Emailed postings must reach the Clerk's office during business hours 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

MEETING NOTICES WILL ALSO BE POSTED ON THE TOWN WEBSITE (www.townofnewbury.org1 

Agenda: 
Call to order 

l) Review of t\.lay 17th, 2119 meeting
summary;

2) Context Architects (Jeff Shaw) update;
3) Update of project schedule, all phases;
4) Review estimate of probable costs;
5) Update-local pe1mitting-approvals;
6) Communications:
7) Citizen's concerns:
8) Next meeting date;

Adjourn 
Note: The matters listed above are those reasonably anticipated by the Chair to be 
discussed at the meeting. This Agenda may be updated or revised after initial posting. 
Not all items listed may in fact be discussed, and other items not listed may be brought 
up for discussion to the extent permitted by law. 



Friday, June 21, 2019 7:00A.M., at 

Town Hall 

AGENDA 

1) Review of May 17, 2019 meeting summary;

2) Context Architects {Jeff Shaw) update;

3) Update of project schedule, all phases;

4) Review site plan;

5} Review estimate of probable costs;

6) Update-Seabrook grants, TCS communications;

7) Communications

8) Citizen's concerns;

9} Next meeting date;

Adjourn 

Note: "These listings of matters are those reasonably anticipated by the chair which ma_y 
be discussed at the meeting. Not all items listed may in fact be discussed and other items 
not listed may also be brought up for discussion to the extent permitted by law" 



DATE: May 17, 2019 

Town of Newbury 

Building Project Construction Committee 

Police Station/Town Hall Project 

MINUTES 

Approved: ____ _ 

Building Committee Members Present: 

Bob Connors Chair 

Eric Svahn Vice-Chair 

Building Committee Members Not Present: 

John Kellar Secretary 

Others Present: 

Michael Reilly 

Jeff Shaw 

Zol Toncic 

Kevin Heffernan 

Others Not Present" 

Police Chief, Town of Newbury 

Principal, Context Architecture (CD<) 

Project Manager, Context Architecture (CD<) 

Owner's Project Manager Vertex (VTX) 

The meeting was opened at 7:00 a.m. 

1. Meeting Minutes from May 17, 2019

Reviewed items from Context 

conte:�t 
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NEWBURY POLICE STATION & TOWN HALL PROJECT 

MEETING NOTES - Building Construction Committee - 5.17.2019 

Building Committee Members Present: 
Bob Connors Chair 
Eric Svahn Vice Chair 
Michael Reilly 
Kevin Heffernan 
JeffShaw 
Zel Toncic 

Police Chief, Town of Newbury 
Owners Project Manager, Vertex (VTX) 
Principal, Context Architecture (CTX) 
Project Manager, Context Architecture (CTX) 

Building Committee Members Absent: 
John Kellar Secretary 



Distribution: 
All attendees plus: 
Craig Johnson Context Architecture (CTX) 

File: 1714.00: 02: 2.2 

Bob reviewed the Building Committee handout documents for this week's meeting. 

Meeting minutes and CTX meeting notes were accepted as submitted. 

The CTX invoice was voted on and accepted. 

Bob reviewed the updated financial statements regarding the project budget. 

The Site Review Submission package was formally submitted at the Wed. night Planning Board meeting. 
There will be a joint session of the Planning Board and the Conservation Commission on Wed. June 12. 
The Conservation Commission filing will need to be made by May 30. 

The Design Development drawings package was submitted in digital and hard copy to the Committee. 
Jeff outlined the progress of the design work. Most major elements are now in place and structural and ME P 
systems are finalized. Jeff noted that shortly after the last building committee meeting after discussion with 
the engineers, the mechanical systems had become a concern as they were taking up too much of the attic 
space. After some back and forth regarding possibly switching systems, the team is back on track and 
systems are being re-organized to fit into the perimeter of the attic ( eaves and gable ends), leaving as much 
space open as possible in the core of the space. JS noted that if the Town or Department wanted to add 
office space to the attic it would not currently have the option for a window. The design team will attempt to 
organize the mechanicals such that in one or two locations a future dormer could be constructed. 

As part of the discussion of the DD submission, Eric noted that a large tree at the West corner of the entry 
drive might block the view of the building and should be reduced in height. CTX will review with the 
landscape architect. The plantings continue to be listed as an add alternate to the GC contract and only 
loam and hydroseeding will be included the base bid. 

CTX will forward the project specifications to the Committee when they are completed. The DD submission 
will now be sent to the cost estimator for the DD Cost Estimate, to be reviewed at the June 7th meeting . 

.. , 
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Newbury Police Station/Town Hall 

Page 2 ol 2 

The Town has executed the contract documents with TCS to provide the antenna tower design. Kevin to 
coordinate with TCS and CTX to organize a meeting with TCS communications, Town IT, the Police 
Department and the design team electrical engineer to review electrical, technology and communications 
requirements and locations within the next few weeks. 

Jeff requested confirmation if the Town has a "front end" ( contract documents) they or Town Counsel prefer 
be used for the project. If not CTX can provide an AIA format contract but this should be resolved soon so the 
proper review time is available. Bob will reach out to Tracy to confirm. 

Bob reviewed the project schedule and noted the addition of the fall Special Town Meeting, following bidding 
and contract award, in order to approve any additional project funding if it may be needed. The Town must 
indicate that they have the required construction funding prior to bidding the project; any additional funding 
needed would be to cover other project related costs. The GC bids are good for 60 days and would extend 
through Town Meeting. JS noted there is no disadvantage to delaying the notice to proceed into construction 
because bids being received in early Fall will inevitability require a late Fall/Winter start of construction. 

Chief Reilly will send NEMA and FEMA the Design Development drawings for their review and set up a 
meeting with them to discuss possible funding. 

Kevin requested a schedule of all required project inspections & testing (MEP commissioning, materials 
testing, structural inspections, firestopping inspections, etc.) in order to complete an evaluation of the 
budgeted costs for the Owner's share of this work. CTX will help put it together. 

The proposed alternates previously discussed will remain in place. The benefits and drawbacks of having 
many small alternates was discussed, but in essence, the positive aspects of having them seem to outweigh 
the negatives, especially when working to a finite construction budget is concerned. 

Some discussion with the public attendees proceeded until the meeting was adjourned. 

The next meeting of the committee with CTXwill be on Friday June 7, 2019 at7am. 

************************************************************************************************ 

NEXT MEETING: June 07, 2019, 7:00 AM 

Respectfully submitted, 

John W. Kellar, Ill 

Building Project Construction Committee Secretary/Clerk 



NEWBURY POLICE STATION & TOWN HALL PROJECT 

MEETING NOTES- Building Construction Committee-5.17.2019 

Building Committee Members Present: 
Bob Connors Chair 
Eric Svahn 
Michael Reilly 
Kevin Heffernan 
Jeff Shaw 
Ze!Toncic 

Vice Chair 
Police Chief, Town of Newbury 
Owners Project Manager, Vertex (VTX) 
Principal, Context Architecture (CTX) 
Project Manager, Context Architecture (CTX) 

Building Committee Members Absent: 
John Kellar Secretary 

Distribution: 
All attendees plus: 
Craig Johnson Context Architecture (CTX) 

File: 1714.00: 02: 2.2 

Bob reviewed the Building Committee handout documents for this week's meeting. 

Meeting minutes and CTX meeting notes were accepted as submrtted. 

The CTX invoice was voted on and accepted. 

Bob reviewed the updated financial statements regarding the project budget. 

The Site Review Submission package was formally submitted at the Wed. night Planning Board meeting. 
There will be a joint session of the Planning Board and the Conservation Commission on Wed. June 12. 
The Conservation Commission filing will need to be made by May 30. 

The Design Development drawings package was submitted in digital and hard copy to the Committee. 
Jeff outlined the progress of the design work. Most major elements are now in place and structural and MEP 
systems are finalized. Jeff noted that shortly after the last building committee meeting after discussion with 
the engineers, the mechanical systems had become a concern as they were taking up too much of the attic 
space. After some back and forth regarding possibly switching systems, the team is back on track and 
systems are being re-organized to fit into the perimeter of the attic (eaves and gable ends), leaving as much 

space open as possible in the core of the space. JS noted that if the Town or Department wanted to add 
office space to the attic it would not currently have the option for a window. The design team will attempt to 
organize the mechanicals such that in one or two locations a future dormer could be constructed. 

As part of the discussion of the DD submission, Eric noted that a large tree at the West corner of the entry 
drive might block the view of the building and should be reduced in height. CTX will review with the 
landscape architect. The plantings continue to be listed as an add alternate to the GC contract and only 
loam and hydroseeding will be included the base bid. 

CTX will forward the project specifications to the Committee when they are completed. The DD submission 
will now be sent to the cost estimator for the DD Cost Estimate, to be reviewed at the June 7th meeting . 
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The Town has executed the contract documents with TCS to provide the antenna tower design. Kevin to 
coordinate with TCS and CTX to organize a meeting with TCS communications, Town IT, the Police 
Department and the design team electrical engineer to review electrical, technology and communications 

requirements and locations within the next few weeks. 

Jeff requested confirmation if the Town has a "front end" (contract documents) they or Town Counsel prefer 
be used for the project. If not CTX can provide an AIA format contract but this should be resolved soon so 
the proper review time is available. Bob will reach out to Tracy to confirm. 

Bob reviewed the project schedule and noted the addition of the fall Special Town Meeting, following bidding 
and contract award, in order to approve any additional project funding if it may be needed. The Town must 
indicate that they have the required construction funding prior to bidding the project; any additional funding 
needed would be to cover other project related costs. The GC bids are good for 60 days and would extend 
through Town Meeting. JS noted there is no disadvantage to delaying the notice to proceed into 
construction because bids being received in early Fall will inevitability require a late Fall/Winter start of 
construction. 

Chief Reilly will send NEMA and FEMA the Design Development drawings for their review and set up a 
meeting with them to discuss possible funding. 

Kevin requested a schedule of all required project inspections & testing (MEP commissioning, materials 
testing, structural inspections, firestopping inspections, etc.) in order to complete an evaluation of the 
budgeted costs for the Owner's share of this work. CTX will help put it together. 

The proposed alternates previously discussed will remain in place. The benefits and drawbacks of having 
many small alternates was discussed, but in essence, the positive aspects of having them seem to outweigh 
the negatives, especially when working to a finite construction budget is concerned. 

Some discussion with the public attendees proceeded until the meeting was adjourned. 

The next meeting of the committee with CTX will be on Friday June 7, 2019 at 7am. 

conte!,t 



Town of Newbury 

Tracy Blais 

Town Administrator/Procurment Officer 

12 Kent Way, Suite 200 

Newbury, MA 01922 

Professional Services: May 1, 2019 to May 31, 2019 

A,chtectural Services Provided: Continue Design Development. 

Description Fee 

Kick off meeting/Goals/Space Needs 15,000.00 

Site Review/SDesign/Probable Cost & Public Meeting 50,000.00 

Design Development 96,000.00 

Regulatory Approvals 40,000.00 

Construction Documents 154,000.00 

Bidding 10,000.00 

Construction Administration 186,000.00 

Amendment 1: Fire Station Space Needs Study 18,000.00 

Amendment 2: Revise Space Needs Prog. & Budget 3,000.00 

Amendment 2: Concept Design Drawings 5,000.00 

Amendment 3: Combined Town Hall & Police Facility 5,000.00 

Amendment 4: Schematic Design 2 38,000.00 

Total 620,000.00 

cc: kheffeman@vertexeng.com 

Invoice number 

Date 

00013 

06/05/2019 

Project 1714.00 NEWBURY POLICE STAITON 

l/--

Percent Prior 
Complete Billed Earned Current Billed 

100.00 15,000.00 15,000.00 0.00 

100.00 50,000.00 50,000.00 0.00 

90.00 57,600.00 86,400.00 28,800.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

100.00 18,000.00 18,000.00 0.00 

100.00 3,000.00 3,000.00 0.00 

100.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 0.00 

100.00 5,000.00 5,000.00 0.00 

100.00 38,000.00 38,000.00 0.00 

35.55 191,600.00 220,400.00 28,800.00 

Invoice total 28,800.00 



June 3, 2019 

Martha Taylor, Planner 

Town of Newbury 

25 High Road 

Newbury, MA 01951 

Re: Newbury Police Station 

Peer Review 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

Joseph J. Serwatka, P.E. 

Post Office Box 1016 

North Andover, MA 01845 

978-314-8731

I have received the following: Planning Board Submission plan package (18 sheets, dated May 

15, 2019), Drainage Analysis dated May 15, 2019, site plan review application form dated May 15, 2019, 

and site lighting cut sheets, all prepared by Context Architecture and Garcia-Galuska-Desousa, Inc. I have 

reviewed the submitted material, and offer the following comments: 

Existing Conditions Plan 

l. Note 10 states that "deeds should be checked for easements. Parking easement found but not
definable". The town may want the engineer or counsel to verify that this has been done.

Sheet CO.l, Site Legend, Notes & Details 

l. General note 14 states that whenever utilities or structures are to be installed within city/town

public or private layout, "the excavation shall be backfilled with flowable fill". Flowable has its

advantages and disadvantages, and it is more expensive than conventional compacted gravel. It is

usually required for backfill within MassDOT layout, but not typically used on municipal roadways. The

town may want to opt for the conventional compacted gravel.

Sheet C0.3, Site Details 

l. A "wood guide rail-metal posts" detail is provided on the plan. The detail should state whether it

is a MassDOT standard spec, or other acceptable design.

2. A typical modular retaining walls section is provided. Given the maximum height, about 8 feet, a

structural stamp will be required on the wall design. The town may want the engineer to verify that this

will be the contractor's responsibility.

Sheet C0.4, Site Details 

l. The typical trench section for drainage & sewer should provide minimum depths of cover for the

respective utilities.

Sheet C0.5, Site Details 

l. The outlet control structures have "custom stainless steel" weir plates, each about 4.5' by 2.5'.
The town may want to question whether the engineer could consider a more economical solution, such

as a PVC standpipe connected to the outlet pipe, with the required outlet configuration, for example.



Sheet Cl.1, Site Layout & Materials Plan 

l. The 5.5' wide concrete sidewalk should refer back to detail 7 on sheet C0.2.

2. The site sidewalk extends to Morgan Avenue, and abruptly ends at a proposed vertical granite

curb, without a ramp or connection to other sidewalks. The town may want to consider whether
sidewalk will ever be installed on the north side of Morgan Avenue.

3. The proposed vertical granite curb in Morgan Avenue appears to end abruptly at the fire station

side. The town may want the curb to transition to zero reveal at the end, or have the radius extend

around to the property line.

4. The easterly end of the proposed vertical granite curb in Morgan Avenue states "align VGC with

property line", but does not note a transition to zero reveal. The town may want the curb tipped down

at the end to prevent plow damage.

S. The plan notes a "bituminous concrete dumpster area". Typically, dumpster pads are concrete
to withstand the weight and legs of the dumpsters. The town may want the specification revised.

6. The snow storage areas depicted at the rear of the site, within the buffer zone to the wetlands,

may be too close to the resource area. The town may want snow storage areas depicted further from

the resource area.

Sheet C2.1, Site Utility Plan 

1. The engineer should verify whether the sewer/water crossings depicted comply with general

note 13 on sheet C0.1 relative to pipe materials.

2. There appears to be a conflict between the downspout drain and the sewer between D5#8 and
DS#9. The engineer should review this.

3. The "EP" symbol from the utility pole to the transformer pad is not shown in the site legend. The

engineer should state whether this line is underground or above.

4. Given the existing inverts and length of the existing 12" CMP along the westerly property line,

there may be just an inch or two of clearance between it and the proposed 4" sewer services. If the

existing drain is not true to line and grade, or has deflected, there could be a direct conflict. It would be

wise to conduct an exploratory test pit at the beginning of site work, at the proposed crossing, to verify

any conflicts.

5. The town may want the engineer to address whether the roof runoff could be added to

subsurface detention bed (SDB) #1, and possibly eliminate the need for SOB #2. This may result in

considerable cost savings to the town, and eliminate one of the two pipe outfalls.

6. A Stormceptor water quality structure is included in the runoff treatment train for the pavement

runoff. This is a proprietary unit that provides for 75% TSS removal based on the TSS worksheet. The

engineer has taken the typical 25% TSS removal credit for the deep sump catch basins, but has not taken

credit for the subsurface detention structures, which may provide 80% TSS removal based on the DEP

literature. Taking the allowable credit for the SDBs may allow the engineer to remove the Stormceptor
unit, which is a fairly expensive item that requires specialized maintenance/pumping. The engineer may

also be able to take credit for the street sweeping outlined in the maintenance schedule. The town may 
want the engineer to comment on these ideas. 

7. It appears that the pipe from proposed CB#3 in Morgan Avenue will conflict with the proposed

water services into the site, assuming that the existing 8" watermain is approximately 4 feet deep. The

engineer should review this possible conflict.

Sheet C3.1, Site Grading Plan 

1. The engineer has labeled "erosion control blanket" in the southeast corner of the site, adjacent

to Morgan Avenue and the abutter. Proposed contour should be depicted, as is typical, which verify that

a maximum 3:1 slope can be created.



2. Pavement runoff from the fire station site flows across the project site in the pre-development

condition. The proposed site development redirects this flow to a 20'+/- space between the property

line and proposed parking lot. The proposed walkway link and landscaping may interfere with the flow

of runoff. A pipe may be required under the walkway to convey runoff. Further, the town may want a

defined treatment channel to be provided in the 20' space to maximize TSS removal and treatment.

3. The proposed grading channelizes overland flow between the proposed retaining wall and the

easterly property pine. This S' wide area may be susceptible to erosion.

4. Erosion control blankets are depicted on the plan, but an erosion control line and stabilized

construction entrance are not depicted. The engineer should address these items.

Drainage Analysis 

1. The narrative states that the analysis encompasses the site area as well as offsite areas that

contribute runoff to the site. It would appear that about half of the area delineated on the fire station

site, as well as Morgan Avenue, contribute runoff to existing catch basin "G", not "to the site". The

engineer may want to exclude runoff that is picked up by the catchbasin, and does not contribute runoff

to the site.

2. The narrative states, and the provided data would indicate, that the site is comprised mainly of

fill to 17' or more. It would appear impractical to remove the fill down to a suitable parent material in

order to meet the recharge requirements. The engineer has asked that the recharge requirement be

waived.

3. The LID measures section of the checklist notes "grass channel" as an LID measure. The engineer

should identify the channel on the plans. As noted previously, the town may also want a drainage

channel to be provided to treat pavement runoff from the fire station.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. 

Respectfully, 

Joseph J. Serwatka, P.E. 



June 17, 2019 

Martha Taylor, Planner 

Town of Newbury 

25 High Road 
Newbury, MA 01951 

Re: Newbury Police Station 
Peer Review 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

Joseph J. Serwatka, P.E. 

Post Office Box 1016 

North Andover, MA 01845 

978-314-8731

I have received the following: Planning Board Submission plan package (9 sheets, revised to June 

12, 2019) and response letter dated June 10, 2019, all prepared by Context Architecture and Garcia­
Galuska-Desousa, Inc. I have reviewed the submitted material, and offer the following comments 
relative to my previous letter dated June 3, 2019. The previous comments are in regular type, with the 

latest comments in bold type. 

Existing Conditions Plan 
1. Note 10 states that "deeds should be checked for easements. Parking easement found but not
definable". The town may want the engineer or counsel to verify that this has been done.

The response recommends that the town engage counsel to review the condition and remedy 

the easement. 

Sheet C0.1, Site Legend, Notes & Details 

1. General note 14 states that whenever utilities or structures are to be installed within city/town
public or private layout, "the excavation shall be backfilled with flowable fill". Flowable has its
advantages and disadvantages, and it is more expensive than conventional compacted gravel. It is
usually required for backfill within MassDOT layout, but not typically used on municipal roadways. The
town may want to opt for the conventional compacted gravel.

The response states that General Note #14 can be eliminated and the contractor can follow 

the typical trench details. 

Sheet C0.3, Site Details 

1. A "wood guide rail-metal posts11 detail is provided on the plan. The detail should state whether it
is a MassDOT standard spec, or other acceptable design.

The response appears to indicate that the guide rail is not a MassDOT standard, and is 

intended as a "guide and barrier to prevent parking vehicles from exceeding the paved and curbed 

surface". The board may want to consider the guide rail suitable for the purpose. 

2. A typical modular retaining walls section is provided. Given the maximum height, about 8 feet, a
structural stamp will be required on the wall design. The town may want the engineer to verify that this
will be the contractor's responsibility.

The response appears to agree with the recommendation. 





The plans have been revised to comply with note 13. 

2. There appears to be a conflict between the downspout drain and the sewer between DS#8 and

DS#9. The engineer should review this.

The plan has been revised. 

3. The "EP" symbol from the utility pole to the transformer pad is not shown in the site legend. The

engineer should state whether this line is underground or above.

This issue has been addressed. 

4. Given the existing inverts and length of the existing 12" CMP along the westerly property line,

there may be just an inch or two of clearance between it and the proposed 4" sewer services. If the

existing drain is not true to line and grade, or has deflected, there could be a direct conflict. It would be

wise to conduct an exploratory test pit at the beginning of site work, at the proposed crossing, to verify

any conflicts.

The plan has been revised to address this issue. 

5. The town may want the engineer to address whether the roof runoff could be added to

subsurface detention bed (SOB) #1, and possibly eliminate the need for SOB #2. This may result in

considerable cost savings to the town, and eliminate one of the two pipe outfalls.

The response appears to state that this option was reviewed but ruled out due to site 

constraints. 

6. A Stormceptor water quality structure is included in the runoff treatment train for the pavement

runoff. This is a proprietary unit that provides for 75% TSS removal based on the TSS worksheet. The

engineer has taken the typical 25% TSS removal credit for the deep sump catchbasins, but has not taken

credit for the subsurface detention structures, which may provide 80% TSS removal based on the DEP
literature. Taking the allowable credit for the SOBs may allow the engineer to remove the Stormceptor

unit, which is a fairly expensive item that requires specialized maintenance/pumping. The engineer may

also be able to take credit for the street sweeping outlined in the maintenance schedule. The town may

want the engineer to comment on these ideas.

The engineer has added the proprietary separator to prevent clogging of the underground 

system. 

7. It appears that the pipe from proposed CB#3 in Morgan Avenue will conflict with the proposed

water services into the site, assuming that the existing 8" watermain is approximately 4 feet deep. The

engineer should review this possible conflict.

The response states that the work will be coordinated to eliminate any conflicts. 

Sheet C3.1, Site Grading Plan 

1. The engineer has labeled "erosion control blanket" in the southeast corner of the site, adjacent
to Morgan Avenue and the abutter. Proposed contour should be depicted, as is typical, which verify that

a maximum 3:1 slope can be created.

Proposed contours have been added. 

2. Pavement runoff from the fire station site flows across the project site in the pre-development

condition. The proposed site development redirects this flow to a 20'+/- space between the property

line and proposed parking lot. The proposed walkway link and landscaping may interfere with the flow



of runoff. A pipe may be required under the walkway to convey runoff. Further, the town may want a 

defined treatment channel to be provided in the 20' space to maximize TSS removal and treatment. 

The response appears to indicate that the proposed grade of almost 2 percent will maintain 

runoff flow. The response also indicates that a defined channel "can be" reviewed/implemented, but 

the plan does not depict one. 

3. The proposed grading channelizes overland flow between the proposed retaining wall and the

easterly property pine. This 5' wide area may be susceptible to erosion.

An erosion control blanket and checkdam have been added to the plan. 

4. Erosion control blankets are depicted on the plan, but an erosion control line and stabilized

construction entrance are not depicted. The engineer should address these items.

This issue appears to be addressed. 

Drainage Analysis 

1. The narrative states that the analysis encompasses the site area as well as offsite areas that

contribute runoff to the site. It would appear that about half of the area delineated on the fire station

site, as well as Morgan Avenue, contribute runoff to existing catchbasin "G", not "to the site". The

engineer may want to exclude runoff that is picked up by the catchbasin, and does not contribute runoff
to the site.

The response states that catchbasin G was included "due to the fact the 12" discharge from 

the structure discharges" to the wetlands within the property. This is true, but to include all the areas 

that contribute to the discharge from the 12" pipe, it appears that catchbasins A-F, at least, would 

have to be included in the analysis. If you are going to start including off-site catchbasins in the site 

analysis, it appears you would have to include them all, which would not add any value to the 

calculations. 

2. The narrative states, and the provided data would indicate, that the site is comprised mainly of

fill to 17' or more. It would appear impractical to remove the fill down to a suitable parent material in

order to meet the recharge requirements. The engineer has asked that the recharge requirement be

waived.

No response required. 

3. The LID measures section of the checklist notes "grass channel" as an LID measure. The engineer

should identify the channel on the plans. As noted previously, the town may also want a drainage

channel to be provided to treat pavement runoff from the fire station.

The response states that the grass channel will be identified on the plans, but it does not 
appear to be noted on the revised plans. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. 

Respectfully, 

Joseph J. Serwatka, P.E. 
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June 10, 2019 

Town of Newbury 
Planning Board 
12 Kent Way 
Byfield, MA 01922 

Attn: Ms. Rachel McManus, Chairperson 

Re: Site Plan Review 
Newbury Police Station 

Dear Ms. McManus, 

As you are aware, Mr. Joseph Serwatka, PE has reviewed the Planning Board Submission plan package, 
Drainage Analysis and the Site Plan Review Application package, all dated May 15, 2019. In response to 
the review items noted in the June 3, 2019, we provide the following: 

Existing Conditions Plan: 

Note 10 states that "deeds should be checked for easements. Parking easement found 
but not definable". The town may want the engineer or counsel to verify that this has been 
done. 

GGD Response: The deed reference on Page 390 of Book 8138 dated February 24, 1986 
from the Essex County Registry of Deeds indicates that The Protection Fire Company No. 
2, in a grant to the inhabitants of The Town of Newbury, Essex County, Massachusetts, 
reserved an easement in perpetuity for the purpose of parking vehicles during social 
functions and for the grantor to pass and repass from High Road to appurtenant fand 
owned by the grantor. Since this deed was recorded, the grantor, The Protection Fire 
Company 2, has granted the land containing the easement to The Town of Newbury. It 
has been recommended that the Town engage counsel to review the condition and 
remedy the easement. 

Sheet C0.1, Site Legend, Notes & Details: 

TEL 508-998-5700 

General note 14 states that whenever utilities or structures are to be installed within 
city/town public or private layout, "the excavation shall be backfilled with flowable fill". 
Flowable has its advantages and disadvantages, and it is more expensive than 
conventional compacted gravel. It is usually required for backfill within MassDOT layout, 
but not typically used on municipal roadways. The town may want to opt for the 
conventional compacted gravel. 

GGD Response: If acceptable, General Note #14 will be eliminated, and the Contractor 
will follow the typical trench details as provided within the drawing set. 

FAX 508-998-0883 email: info@g-g.<J.com 
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Sheet C0.3, Site Details: 

A "wood guide rail-metal posts" detail is provided on the plan. The detail should state 
whether it is a MassDOT standard spec, or other acceptable design. 

GGD Response: The Guide Rail at the end of the four parking spaces northeast of the 
proposed building is not designed to fully meet current MassDOT guardrail standards. 
The posts and rails are meant as a guide and barrier to prevent parking vehicles from 
exceeding the paved and curbed surface. The 6"x4" metal posts do meet MassDOT 
standard spec per MassDO T Drawing Number 400. 1. 4, last updated October 2017 with 
standard depth, however, the rails, 4"x10" timber, is no longer acceptable by MassDOT 
for highway projects. 

A typical modular retaining walls section is provided. Given the maximum height, about 8 
feet, a structural stamp will be required on the wall design. The town may want the 
engineer to verify that this will be the contractor's responsibility. 

GGD Response: It will be the responsibility of the Contractor to furnish a signed and 
stamped calculation report completed by a Massachusetts Registered Professional 
Engineer as part of the shop drawing review process. 

Sheet C0.4, Site Details: 

The typical trench section for drainage & sewer should provide minimum depths of cover 
for the respective utilities. 

GGD Response: A minimum depth of cover will be added to Detail 2/C0.4. Generally, a 
minimum of two feet of cover is provided to maintain H-20 load rating of the piping. The 
Contractor shall follow the inverts and rim elevations provided on Schedule 2/C2. 1. 

Sheet C0.5, Site Details: 

The outlet control structures have "custom stainless steel" weir plates, each about 4.5' by 
2.5'. The town may want to question whether the engineer could consider a more 
economical solution, such as a PVC standpipe connected to the outlet pipe, with the 
required outlet configuration, for example. 

GGD Response: The customized portion of the weir plate is in the size, configuration and 
elevation of the orifices. They are customized for use on the site to maintain or reduce 
the peak discharge rate from the site. The weir plate allows the Owner to monitor actual 
flow conditions through access manhole and allows Owner to modify the outlet in the 

future if required. 

Sheet C1 .1, Site Layout & Materials Plan: 

The 5.5' wide concrete sidewalk should refer back to detail 7 on sheet C0.2. 

GGD Response. Additional notation on the five foot wide concrete sidewalk west of the 
proposed structure will be identified with tagging to Detail 7/C0.2 
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Item 10: 

Item 11: 

Item 12: 

The site sidewalk extends to Morgan Avenue, and abruptly ends at a proposed vertical 
granite curb, without a ramp or connection to other sidewalks. The town may want to 
consider whether sidewalk will ever be installed on the north side of Morgan Avenue. 

GGD Response: The concrete sidewalk to Morgan Avenue will be reviewed with the 
Architect and Owner. 

The proposed vertical granite curb in Morgan Avenue appears to end abruptly at the fire 
station side. The town may want the curb to transition to zero reveal at the end, or have 
the radius extend around to the property line. 

GGD Response: The drawings have been revised to indicate a radius return towards the 
Fire Station properly line with a transition from full six-inch reveal to flush w11h parking lot 
grade transition on the west end of the proposed curbing along Morgan Avenue. 

The easterly end of the proposed vertical granite curb in Morgan Avenue states "align 
VGC with property line" but does not note a transition to zero reveal. The town may want 
the curb tipped down at the end to prevent plow damage. 

GGD Response: The drawings have been revised to indicate a six-foot transition length 
from full six-inch reveal to flush with roadway transition on the east end of the proposed 
curbing along Morgan Avenue. 

The plan notes a "bituminous concrete dumpster area". Typically, dumpster pads are 
concrete to withstand the weight and legs of the dumpsters. The town may want the 
specification revised. 

GGD Response: Drawings have been revised to include a concrete pad for the dumpster 
area. 

The snow storage areas depicted at the rear of the site, within the buffer zone to the 
wetlands, may be too close to the resource area. The town may want snow storage areas 
depicted further from the resource area. 

GGD Response: MassDEP's Snow Disposal Guidance recommends that snow not be 
placed directly into resource areas. The Town will be responsible for providing snow 
removal services and will likely store snow in the lawnlswale west of the Police Station 
parking lot. 

Sheet C2.1, Site Utility Plan: 

Item 13: 

Item 14: 

The engineer should verify whether the sewer/water crossings depicted comply with 
general note 13 on sheet CO .1 relative to pipe materials. 

GGD Response: The two water and sewer crossings have been reviewed and updated to 
reflect the sewer being sleeved with mechanical joint piping due to the sewer crossing 
over the water line. 

There appears to be a conflict between the downspout drain and the sewer between 
DS#8 and DS#9. The engineer should review this. 

GGD Response: The 4" garage waste pipe has been adjusted to provide additional 
separation between the downspout pipe and the waste pipe. 
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Item 15: 

Item 16: 

Item 17: 

Item 18: 

The "EP" symbol from the utility pole to the transformer pad is not shown in the site 
legend. The engineer should state whether this line is underground or above. 

GGD Response: The "EP'' symbol approximately ¼ of the way down the Site Legend on 
Sheet C0.1. The Site Legend identifies the "EP" as an underground electrical primary 
service. 

Given the existing inverts and length of the existing 12" CMP along the westerly property 
line, there may be just an inch or two of clearance between it and the proposed 4" sewer 
services. If the existing drain is not true to line and grade, or has deflected, there could be 
a direct conflict. It would be wise to conduct an exploratory test pit at the beginning of site 
work, at the proposed crossing, to verify any conflicts. 

GGD Response: Based on our interpolation, it is expected that there should be 
approximately four to six inches of separation from the top of the sewer pipe to the bottom 
of the existing drain pipe. A note will be added to the Site Demolition & Preparation Plan 
calling for the contractor to perform a test pit at the crossing location and report bottom of 
pipe elevation prior to proceeding with the sewer installation. 

The town may want the engineer to address whether the roof runoff could be added to 
subsurface detention bed (SDB) #1, and possibly eliminate the need for SOB #2. This 
may result in considerable cost savings to the town, and eliminate one of the two pipe 
outfalls. 

GGD Response: The consolidation of Subsurface Detention Beds (SOB) #1 and #2 was 
reviewed prior to submission. Due to site constraints (drainage structures, water, 
electrical and sewer services), the footprint of Subsurface Detention Bed #1 cannot be 
sufficiently expanded to provide the volume of storage that Subsurface Detention Bed #2 
can provide. 

A Stormceptor water quality structure is included in the runoff treatment train for the 
pavement runoff. This is a proprietary unit that provides for 75% TSS removal based on 
the TSS worksheet. The engineer has taken the typical 25% TSS removal credit for the 
deep sump catchbasins, but has not taken credit for the subsurface detention structures, 
which may provide 80% TSS removal based on the DEP literature. Taking the allowable 
credit for the SDBs may allow the engineer to remove the Stormceptor unit, which is a 
fairly expensive item that requires specialized maintenance/pumping. The engineer may 
also be able to take credit for the street sweeping outlined in the maintenance schedule. 
The town may want the engineer to comment on these ideas. 

GGD Response: Volume 2, Chapter 2: Structural BMP Specifications for the 
Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook outlines Total Suspended Solids (TSS) removal 
efficiencies for stormwater structural Best Management Practices (BMPs). The 
Stormwater Handbook does allow 80% TSS removal for Subsurface Structures that 
infiltrate, however, the proposed system is for detention purposes due to the high 
groundwater and site fill materials. We recommend the installation of the hydrodynamic 
water quality separator unit to prevent fine suspended solids from entering the Subsurface 
Detention Beds and clogging the voids in the storage volume over time. 

Table SS1 in Volume 1, Chapter 1 of the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook would 
require that the Town mechanically sweep the parking lot monthly for a 5% TSS removal 
credit. The Town would be required to mechanically sweep the parking lot weekly for a
10% TSS removal credit. 
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Item 19: It appears that the pipe from proposed C8#3 in Morgan Avenue will conflict with the 
proposed water services into the site, assuming that the existing 8" watermain is 
approximately 4 feet deep. The engineer should review this possible conflict. 

GGD Response: The expected depth of cover over the existing 8" water main in Morgan 
Avenue is being discussed with the Newburyport Department of Public SeNices Water 
Division. The invert of the 12" HOPE drain pipe is proposed at 24. 50 in the area of the 
new building water service lines. Assuming 4 feet of cover over the existing water main 
results in approximately 6" of separation. The contractor wifl need to coordinate the 
location of gate valves and road boxes so as not to conflict with the drain pipe. 

Sheet C3.1, Site Grading Plan: 

Item 20: 

Item 21: 

Item 22: 

Item 23: 

The engineer has labeled "erosion control blanket" in the southeast corner of the site, 
adjacent to Morgan Avenue and the abutter. Proposed contour should be depicted, as is 
typical, which verify that a maximum 3:1 slope can be created. 

GGD Response: Proposed contours at the southeast corner will be added to 
demonstrate a 3: 1 slope can be created in disturbed areas. The existing grading to 
remain along the eastern property line does reach 2.25:1 as it crosses onto the abutting 
property. 

Pavement runoff from the fire station site flows across the project site in the pre­
development condition. The proposed site development redirects this flow to a 20'+/­
space between the property line and proposed parking lot. The proposed walkway link 
and landscaping may interfere with the flow of runoff. A pipe may be required under the 
walkway to convey runoff. Further, the town may want a defined treatment channel to be 
provided in the 20' space to maximize TSS removal and treatment. 

GGD Response: The proposed grade from the south property line to north of the 
proposed bituminous concrete walkway link between the Fire and Police Station wiff be 
0.018 ft/ft, including across the walkway. We recommend minimizing grade changes in 
this area due to the presence of the existing fire hydrant, existing sewer ejector pump 
system and control panel cabinet, bollards as well as the proposed Sewer Manhole 
(SMH) #1. 

A defined channel for maximizing Total Suspended Solids removal from the Fire Station 
property can be reviewed/implemented per the Planning Board and Conservation 
Commission's request. 

The proposed grading channelizes overland flow between the proposed retaining wall and 
the easterly property line. This 5' wide area may be susceptible to erosion. 

GGD Response: The drawings have been revised to indicate erosion control blanket 
within the limits of the retaining wall and the eastern limit of work to prevent erosion during 
the establishment of vegetation. A modified rockfilf check dam could be included as well 
to dissipate runoff energy as it enters the area of confined width. 

Erosion control blankets are depicted on the plan, but an erosion control line and 
stabilized construction entrance are not depicted. The engineer should address these 
items. 

GGD Response: Drawing C1.0, Site Demolition & Preparation Plan, identifies perimeter 
erosion controls and the approximate location of the stabilized construction entrance mat. 
All erosion control measures shall be established prior to disturbance of the site. 
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Drainage Analysis: 

Item 2 4: 

Item 25: 

Item 26: 

The narrative states that the analysis encompasses the site area as well as offsite areas 
that contribute runoff to the site. It would appear that about half of the area delineated on 
the fire station site, as well as Morgan Avenue, contribute runoff to existing catchbasin 
"G", not "to the site". The engineer may want to exclude runoff that is picked up by the 
catchbasin, and does not contribute runoff to the site. 

GGD Response: The Drainage Analysis includes the areas that contribute to Catch Basin 
'G' (also identified at XCB#1 on Drawing C2.1) due to the fact the 12" discharge from the 
structure discharges to the Bordering Vegetated Wetland within the limits of Police Station 
property. 

The narrative states, and the provided data would indicate, that the site is comprised 
mainly of fill to 17' or more. It would appear impractical to remove the fill down to a 
suitable parent material in order to meet the recharge requirements. The engineer has 
asked that the recharge requirement be waived. 

GGD Response: No response required. 

The LID measures section of the checklist notes "grass channel" as an LID measure. The 
engineer should identify the channel on the plans. As noted previously, the town may also 
want a drainage channel to be provided to treat pavement runoff from the fire station. 

GGD Response: The grass channel on the east side of the proposed Police Station, 
which collects runoff from the south side of the building, will be identified on the plans. 

If you should have any comments or questions regarding the above, please contact our office at your 
earliest convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

GARCIA • GALUSKA • DESOUSA 

Consulting Engineers Inc. 

�4� 
Nathan C. Ketchel, EIT 

NCK:jfm 

Enc. 

Cc: Christopher M. Garcia, PE, GGD 
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Town of Newbury 

Building Project Construction Committee  
 

June 20, 2019 
 
Martha Taylor, Planner 
Town of Newbury, Planning board 
12 Kent Way 
Byfield, MA 01922 
 
RE: construction committee response to Jim Moran communication; 
 
Dear Martha 
 
The committee thoroughly reviewed site placement back at the January 25th meeting  in which site plan 

options (perpendicular and parallel) to Morgan Ave were considered.  The committee chose the 

perpendicular option which maximized the number of parking spaces and reduced parking/traffic flow 

along the residential property line.  Both options were presented to the neighbors via Mike Doyle as the 

neighborhood liaison with our selection of the current building (perpendicular) location. The 

neighborhood was favorable on the perpendicular site placement with one suggestion; use 

landscape/trees as a buffer v. fencing. 

No concerns/comments were offered at the meeting on our selection. 

 

At the April 23rd Annual Town meeting, the committee provided and update (seven page handout 

including proposed site plan) on the proposed building location/orientation, 3 options on exterior 

finishes and proposed site plan. Town meeting voted on option #1 with an overwhelming 95% favorable 

vote. Again no comments or concern was raised at town meeting.   

I have attached a copy of ATM handout and reference to town meeting approval of the plan set, site 

plan currently before the planning board and conservation commission. The proposed height complies 

with zoning and comparative to the Woodbridge school which is within the local neighborhood. Also, 

the lot is low lying compared to all residential lots. 

 



2 
 

The community as a whole (town meeting vote on option #1) and the neighborhood have been involved 

and informed on the current proposal without raising any concern during the process. Too delay the 

approval process on the basis of  last minute email from Jim Moran (Jim has had multiple previous 

opportunities to express his concerns) only threatens the schedule and exposes the community to 

added construction costs and delay at a time when the voters of Newbury require action and made their 

choice clear at the annual town meeting. 

I would suggest that the planning board and conservation commission should address the plan set as 

submitted and give great weight to the vote/wishes of town meeting. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Bob Connors,  

Chairman, Newbury police building project construction committee 
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NEWBURY POLICE STATION 
April 4, 20'19 

..... -..:�--

PERSPECTIVE RENDERING OPTION 1
Singles on top with flair (light brown) 
Clapboard below 
Stone Base 
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