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Chair Joyce Voorhis called the April 16th, 2025, meeting of the Brockton Conservation
Commission to order and read the following statement: “The meeting is being conducted remotely
in accordance with Governor Healey’s Open Meeting Provisions extension signed on March 28,
2025, which extends access to certain remote and hybrid meetings until June 30, 2027. Real-time
public participation and comments can be addressed to the Conservation Commission utilizing the
Zoom virtual meeting software for remote access. If you wish to comment during the public input
portion of the hearing, please use the 'raise your hand' function to be addressed at the appropriate
time. For those of you joining by phone only, please press ‘*9° and raise your hand. A copy of this
recording will be on the City’s webpage. Please note that this is a professional meeting; should
disrespectful or inappropriate statements be made during the meeting, the host reserves the right to
mute the speaker. All votes taken during this meeting will be done by a roll call vote to ensure
count accuracy.”

The following members were confirmed to be in attendance by roll call: Peggy Curtis, Lily Green-
Vice-Chair, Shareefah Mapp, Justin Talbot, and Joyce Voorhis-Chair. Conservation Agent Kyle
Holden was also present.

NOTE - Agenda Items Continued to the May 21st, 2025 Meeting

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to continue the following agenda items to the
May 21st, 2025, Meeting.

5. Notice of Intent
Property: 82 Ames Street
Project: Parking Lot Construction and Riverfront Restoration
Representative: River Hawk Environmental, LL.C

6. Notice of Intent
Property: 940 Belmont Street
Project: VA Hospital Stormwater Improvements
Representative: T. Reynolds Engineering

7. Notice of Intent
Property: 549 Copeland Street
Project: Subdivision Roadway Construction
Representative: J.K. Holmgren Engineering, LLC



8. Notice of Intent
Property: 30 Intervale Street
Project: 28-unit Residential Building Conversion
Representative: PMP Consulting, Inc.

9. Notice of Intent
Property: 0 Lawton Avenue
Project: New Home Construction
Representative: J.K. Holmgren Engineering, LLC

10.  Notice of Intent
Property: 136 Perkins Avenue
Project: 2 Family Home Construction
Representative: J.K. Holmgren Engineering

11. Abbreviated Notice of Resource Area Delineation
Property: 0 Hammond Street
Representative: W Engineering, LLC

12. Notice of Intent
Property: 68 12th Avenue
Project: Sunroom Addition
Applicant: Annette Epps

13.  Notice of Intent
Property: 50 Christy’s Drive
Project: Hotel Expansion
Representative: J.K. Holmgren Engineering, LLC

14. Notice of Intent
Property: 196 Manley Street
Project: Equipment East - Deviations from 2019 Order of Conditions
Representative: J.K. Holmgren Engineering, LLC

15. Amended Order of Conditions
Property: 159 Torrey Street

Project: Solar Array Installation
Representative: NextGrid

COMMISSION MATTERS
1. Meeting Minutes — March 19, 2025

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to accept the March 19th Meeting Minutes.
The motion passed by unanimous vote.

2. 34 Hermon Street: Phase 1 Remediation Qutline

Representative from Brockton Department of Public Works was not present. No discussion.



NEW FILINGS

3. Request for Determination of Applicability
Property: Westgate Drive
Project: Utility Pole Installation
Representative: Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc

Kelan Koncewicz of VHB presented on behalf of Massachusetts Electric Company regarding a
proposed project at the Westgate Mall. The project involves installing two new utility poles and
replacing an existing pole to support a new electric vehicle charging station. The work would occur
within the 100-foot buffer zone to Lovett Brook and two of the poles (P46 and P46-50) are also within
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding. Mr. Koncewicz stated the impact of each pole on the flood storage
capacity of the area would be minimal and described mitigation measures to be installed such as erosion
controls.

Agent Holden agreed that the two poles within Bordering Land Subject to Flooding would have a de
minimis (negligible) impact on compensatory flood storage. Mr.Holden confirmed that the installation
of directly embedded utility poles was considered a minor exempt activity that would not require the
filing of a Notice of Intent. The Agent recommended that the Commission issue a Negative 5
Determination and a Negative 3 Determination requiring that the excess spoil from the augur be
removed from the site. Mr. Koncewicz agreed this would be done to avoid altering the floodplain.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to close the hearing for Westgate Drive Utility
Pole Installation. The motion passed by unanimous vote.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to issue a Negative 5 and a Negative 3
Determination as outlined by the Agent. The motion passed by unanimous vote.

4. Certificate of Compliance
Property: 360 Pearl Street
Project: Home Construction
Representative: E. T. Engineering Enterprises, Inc.

The Item was tabled and addressed later in the meeting.

Azu Etoniru addressed the Commission about the request for a Certificate of Compliance for 360 Pearl
Street, where a single-family home has been built after receiving an Order of Conditions in 2021. He
acknowledged that some restoration work had been required as part of the Order of Conditions and that
the work had been completed. Etoniru and Agent Holden discussed minor outstanding issues,
particularly the need for more visible permanent markers to clearly delineate the restoration areas. The
current markers are flush with the ground and not easily visible. Mr. Etoniru proposed installing short
sections of unobtrusive split-rail fencing to demarcate the transition between the active use area and the
non-disturb zone. He stressed this would be a minimal and practical solution that could be quickly
implemented given favorable weather.

Chair Voorhis agreed with the importance of clear and consistent demarcation to prevent future
encroachments, citing past instances where new homeowners altered protected areas due to unclear
boundaries. She emphasized that closely spaced, visible markers are necessary for long-term
compliance. Mr.Etoniru agreed with this principle and suggested the Commission could vote to issue the
Certificate of Compliance contingent upon Agent Holden verifying the installation of the fence posts
before officially releasing the certificate. He argued this compromise would balance regulatory needs



with practical considerations and help move the project forward, especially as the property is ready for
sale.

Agent Holden summarized three main concerns regarding the site compliance: first, that the
conservation markers are difficult to locate and not visible; second, that the lawn around the house has
not yet been planted, raising the risk of future homeowners inadvertently extending the yard into
protected buffer zones; and third, that a final monitoring report after three entire growing seasons has not
yet been submitted (the last being from July 2024). To address these issues, Azu proposed installing
short sections of pole fencing with signage along the edge of the final approved work limit to make the
conservation boundary more visible. This would serve as a deterrent to unintentional encroachment
when the lawn is eventually planted. Azu confirmed the proposed fencing would be an addition, not a
replacement, to improve visibility.

Chair Voorhis and the Commission discussed using granite posts versus fence posts for permanent
markers on a property. Ms. Voorhis asked whether the applicant, Mr. Victorine, would object to using
granite posts. Azu Etoniru said he couldn’t speak for Victorine but noted granite posts take longer to
acquire and are harder to source, especially on a tight timeline. Instead, he recommended sections of a
4-foot-high post-and-rail fence, which he felt would blend well with the natural surroundings while
remaining visible and functional.

Commissioner Green supported the fence as a reasonable compromise, especially since this project
predated the Commission’s newer emphasis on granite bounds. However, she insisted the fence be
physically installed before a Certificate of Compliance is issued. Chair Voorhis agreed, stating that in
past applicants had not followed through on required markers, causing compliance issues for new
homeowners. Mr. Etoniru asked whether the Commission would consider approving the certificate now
and withholding its release until the fence was verified by the agent. Ms. Voorhis declined, emphasizing
the Commission’s commitment to seeing the work completed before final approval. Ms. Green
reiterated that the fence is a compromise in lieu of full vegetation or granite posts, and emphasized the
importance of seeing it installed before releasing the certificate.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to continue the hearing for 360 Pearl Street to
the May 21st Meeting to allow the applicant to submit a final monitoring report and install the
required conservation markers. Motion passed by unanimous vote.

CURRENT FILINGS

16.  Request for Certificate of Compliance
Property: 700 Oak Street
Project: Parking Lot Improvements
Applicant: Bohler Engineering

Agent Holden provided context on the Walmart Request for Determination of Applicability at 700
Oak Street, noting it was initially submitted in late 2023 but delayed by request of the applicant for
plan revisions following geotechnical investigations. Mr.Holden stated that his original report remains
applicable, and no new agent report was issued. Liam Feeney, representing Walmart as a civil engineer
with Bohler, explained that the revised proposal now includes deeper excavation in certain areas due
to poorer-than-expected pavement conditions. The work involves various levels of pavement
reconstruction and curb replacement within the 25-, 50-, and 100-foot buffer zones, but remains
entirely within already developed areas. Mr. Feeney noted that erosion controls and phased
construction are planned, and though the project requires a SWPPP and EPA Notice of Intent due to
land disturbance, they are seeking a negative determination as no new impervious surfaces or drainage
alterations are proposed. Commissioner Voorhis questioned why a full NOI wasn’t filed, and



Mr.Feeney responded that the work is limited to replacing existing features. Commissioner Curtis asks
for clarification on hatch markings on the plans, and Feeney explains the distinctions between
standard and heavy-duty

pavement zones and depths of excavation. Commissioner Curtis also inquired about the duration of
the project (approximately three to four months) and whether any vegetation in the 25-foot no-touch
zone will be affected. Feeney confirmed that all work is confined to existing paved areas and will not
disturb nearby vegetation.

Agent Holden responded to Chair Voorhis’s question about why an RDA was filed rather than a
Notice of Intent. He explained that there is often a gray area between the two, but based on
discussions with the applicant’s engineer, and given that there is no work proposed beyond the
existing limit of disturbance and no changes to stormwater or grading, an RDA is appropriate. He
recommended including erosion controls within the 100-foot buffer zone, such as a silt sock, and
noted that the Wetland line should not be confirmed under this determination. Voorhis asked for
confirmation that all removed materials (asphalt, gravel, etc.) would be taken off-site, and Feeney
affirmed this. He added that any stockpiled materials would be located outside the buffer zone and that
the plan indicates areas where contractors should be aware of potential off-site runoff. Commissioner
Curtis asked whether the buffer zone or wetlands were marked, and Feeney said they were not
currently marked, but Walmart’s contractors would stake the limit of disturbance as part of their
SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) implementation.

Commissioner Curtis raised a concern about the confusing traffic flow in the parking lot due to faded
pavement markings and lack of physical barriers. Mr. Feeney said they couldn't introduce physical
barriers due to property boundaries and existing easements but informed the Commission that
improved signage and markings would help enhance traffic guidance.

Commissioner Talbot raised a question about how much work would occur within the 25-foot buffer
zone. Mr. Feeney estimated around 62 square feet of asphalt would be removed and replaced in that
area. Mr.Talbot asked whether a vac truck would be on site in case any material accidentally entered
the wetland area. Feeney confirmed that could be included in the construction plan and added that a
staked silt fence would also be installed to prevent sediment from migrating.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to close the hearing for 700 Oak Street. The
motion passed by unanimous vote.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to issue a Negative 3 Determination for 700
Oak Street with additional comments from the Agent and his report along with the addition of
silk socks as additional erosion controls. The motion passed by unanimous vote.
IOLATION DI 1

17. 0 West Chestnut Street (Parcel ID: 023-005 and 023- 005R)

AKA: Meadow Woods/Patricia’s Path/Matt Flaherty Way

DEP File No. SE 118-0712
Agent Holden informed the Commission that they had not yet received the revised As-Built from Frank
Gallagher as discussed at the March 2025 meeting. Holden stated he would follow up with Mr.
Gallagher before the May meeting, with another request for the updated plan.

Public Comment

Pat Jacobsen (abutter)



Ms. Jacobsen asked whether any action would occur before the next meeting or if everything would be
on hold. Agent Holden confirmed that no formal action would take place until the Commission meets
again. He explained that they are still waiting to receive a narrative and as-built plans from the

developer’s engineer. If the documents are not submitted, the Commission could potentially issue an
Enforcement Order, though they are not at that stage yet.

Ms.Jacobsen also asked whether a road could be constructed on the property without further
Commission review. Holden clarified that no plans for a road have been submitted or approved. If such a
plan were proposed in the future, it would need to return to the Conservation Commission for review
and approval.

18. 0 Claredon Street

Agent Holden reported that a Notice of Violation had been issued for unpermitted vegetation clearing
within the Buffer Zone to a Bordering Vegetated Wetland on 0 Clarendon Street and an adjacent
City-owned parcel. The Claredon Street parcel had recently been sold by the City of Brockton to a
private owner. Mr. Holden explained that although the vegetation was removed without permission,
there was no earth disturbance or tree cutting—only clearing of what appeared to be mostly weedy
undergrowth. He noted the area may revegetate naturally, but left the option open for requiring
restoration if the Commission chose. Upon viewing site photos, commissioners confirmed the work was
within the buffer zone and not in the wetland itself. Commissioner Curtis recommended issuing an
Enforcement Order requiring reseeding of the disturbed areas and to establish clear boundaries and
prevent further unauthorized work. Mr. Holden supported requiring a property line survey and reseeding
the disturbed buffer zone with a conservation seed mix. Ms.Voorhis asked if there was a need to
delineate the wetland boundary, Mr. Holden clarified that the current work was within buffer zone and a
wetland delineation might not affect restoration requirements.

The Commission agreed on the following enforcement order terms: cease and desist all earthwork and
vegetative clearing on both the private lot and city owned parcel, survey the property boundaries
between the two lots, install conservation markers along the property boundary, and seed the disturbed
areas of the city-owned parcel with a conservation seed mix.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to issue an Enforcement Order to 0 Clarendon
Street with the conditions as previously discussed. The motion passed by unanimous vote.

19. 10 Exeter Street

At 10 Exeter Street, Agent Holden reported that although the Commission had issued an Order of
Conditions for the site in September, the developer began construction without scheduling the required
pre-construction meeting. As a result, no erosion controls were installed and significant disturbance
occurred within the buffer zone and near the wetlands, including fill and concrete dumping near a
perennial stream. Mr. Holden issued an Enforcement Order requiring erosion control installation,
boundary surveying, and removal of fill, which the developer has since completed. However, Holden
recommended that the Commission consider revising the Enforcement Order to mandate a formal
restoration plan with woody vegetation to better delineate the lawn from the restoration area.
Commissioners agreed that the original Order could be ratified with added language about restoration
plantings. The shed previously located within the 25-foot buffer zone has been removed entirely,
satisfying a prior condition. Although the developer was not present, Agent Holden confirmed that the
Order of Conditions still includes requirements like 15-foot marker spacing, and the project is now
eligible to proceed, pending restoration.



A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to ratify and amend the Enforcement Order
with the conditions that the Agent has outlined as previously discussed. The motion passed by
unanimous vote.

20. 710 Oak Street

Agent Holden provided an update regarding the Enforcement Order issued at the March meeting for 710
Oak Street. He explained that the purported violation was based on a misunderstanding stemming from
an administrative error on his part: while issuing the Order of Conditions for the project he had cited an
outdated site plan and had mistakenly referenced this outdated site plan while reviewing the request for a
Certificate of Compliance. Upon further review, he determined that the disturbed area in question was,
in fact, part of the approved work. The depression area directing water into the wetland had been
reviewed and accepted by BETA during the car wash project's approval process. As there was no
violation, Agent Holden requested that the Commission vote to rescind its prior vote to issue the
Enforcement Order, noting that no official enforcement action had been filed with the state.

A motion was made (Curtis) and seconded (Green) to rescind the Enforcement Order issued to
710 Oak Street. The motion passed by unanimous vote.

21. 940 Belmont Street - Fuel Station

Agent Holden provided an update for the record and for commissioners who were not present during a
recent site visit to the fuel station. He, along with Chair Voorhis, Commissioner Talbot, and
Commissioner Mapp, visited the site to review proposed changes to the plan. The Commissioners
concluded that the change, specifically, filling in a pit below the fuel tank, did not require a full amended
Order of Conditions. Holden confirmed this with BETA, who assured him that the change would not
affect compliance with stormwater standards. He subsequently informed the builders they could proceed
with the proposed modification and advised them to include documentation of the change when applying
for a Certificate of Compliance.

A motion was made (Talbot) and seconded (Green) to adjourn the meeting. Motion passed by
unanimous vote.



