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SITE PLAN REVIEW MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Talia Jalette, Town Planner 

 

From:  Steven M. Cabral 

  Crossman Engineering 

 

Date:  July 23, 2022 

 

Re:  Master Plan 

Preserve Business Park         

 

On July 19, 2022, we received the following Master Plan documents: 

 

• Project Narrative, dated June 22, 2022 

• Stormwater Report, dated June 22, 2022 

• Site Plan Set, dated June 22, 2022 

 

Since quite a bit of time has passed since our previous reviews, we will provide our previous comments, 

applicant’s reply and our response: 

 

1. We recommend a much longer swale or pipe to ensure that the Detention Basin 1 outflow does not cross 

through the abutter’s land.  As currently labeled, the discharge will flow towards the driveway of Lot 56A. 

 

Reply:  The detention area was enlarged to direct the runoff from the emergency spillway away 

from Lot 56A. A note was also added to the plan to indicate runoff to be directed within the Subject 

Parcel. 

 

CE Response:  Based upon the topography, the grade to drain arrow does not yet protect the 

abutting lot from receiving the detention pond discharge. We recommend a longer swale or pipe 

that diverts flow further from the abutter’s land. The red arrows below depict the natural flow 

pattern. 
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2. The HydroCAD model appears to be over estimating the amount of runoff being exfiltrated. The 100-year 

storm shows a peak flow rate of 2.95 cfs being exfiltrated through the “Detention Basin”. The actual 

infiltration rate should be closer to: Bottom surface area (4,020 SF) x infiltration rate (8.27 in/hr) / 12 in/ft 

/ 3600 s/hr = 0.77 cfs.  Section 7.4.3 of the Stormwater Manual only allows infiltration credit through the 

pond bottom as opposed to wetted area.  

 

Reply:  This was approved by RIDEM as part of their review. I believe I had discussions with the 

RIDEM staff reviewer regarding this. 

 

CE Response: RIDEM has indicated (on other projects) that sites that do not have resource areas 

(wetlands) on site or nearby, their stormwater review is not always a comprehensive review. 

Therefore, we need to point out that the Stormwater Manual states that infiltration practices are to 

exfiltrate the water quality volume through the floor and not the sidewalls, unless the pond depth 

meets the condition in Section 5.3.4 of the Manual. The current design uses sidewall areas for 

exfiltration. 

 

3. Routing Diagram shows WSD DA-1 going directly to Detention Basin 1 node, but actually drains to 

Forebay 2 node with WSD DA-1A prior to entering Detention Basin 1 (minor item)  

 

Reply: This was revised under current master plan submission. 

 

CE Response: No change was evident. The comment remains. 

 

4. Similar to comment above, majority of WSD DA-2B (all of impervious and some pervious) drains to 

Forebay 1, but the routing diagram shows it going directly into Detention Basin 1 (minor item) 

 

Reply: This was revised under current master plan submission. 

 

CE Response: No change was evident. The comment remains.  

 

5. WSD DA-3A and 3B are shown in HydroCAD draining to Detention Basin 2 but no Plans or details of 

Basin 2 were included. 

Reply:  Detention basin 2 was constructed during the development of the solar field. The solar 

portion of the project was constructed, approved and closed out by the town. 

CE Response: If Detention Basin 2 was previously approved, built and accepted as complete by the 

Town, the comment is resolved. 

 

6. The pre-development analysis needs to be included in the official package. 

Reply:  The pre-development analysis was included in the drainage report to accompany the master 

plan submission. 
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CE Response: Comment resolved. 

7. The existing solar field was modeled as having a “good” grass cover. We want to make sure that the 

designer has confirmed the actual loam and grass condition of the solar field.  The condition of pond 2 

also needs to be confirmed. 

 

Reply: Again, the solar field portion of the project was constructed and closed out by the town. A 

site walk was conducted by myself to confirm that the grass cover is in good condition. 

 

CE Response: If the solar field and its condition were previously approved by the Town before our 

involvement and the Inspections and Maintenance are up to date, the comment is resolved. 

 

8. The watershed boundary between WSD DA-3A and WSD DA-3B should be shown (minor) 

Reply: The post development watershed maps were revised to include DA-3A and DA-3B, even 

though these represent the areas associated with the solar field portion. 

CE Response: We could not see any change on the maps (but this is minor.) 

 

9. All of the future lots are modeled as undeveloped.  All future lot development will require on-site 

stormwater infiltration systems to meet standards and to avoid overtaxing the detention basins.  

Reply: We are in agreement that the individual lots will require separate BMP’s within each lot so 

that any increase in stormwater is maintained within the individual lots. 

CE Response: When future lots are developed with a separate stormwater system, the road’s 

infiltration system that is being built at this time should be modeled again at that time to ensure that 

its performance is not impacted. 

10. Details or contour labels should be provided for the forebays and detention basin(s). There are no contours 

labeled. This will be necessary to document adequate freeboard during 100-year storm event in Det Basin. 

 

Reply: For some reason, the contour labels did not get printed on the plan. I am attaching a plan 

that shows the contour labels. 

 

CE Response: The final design plans will need more information, such as the widths of the spillways 

and contour elevations at the ponds and forebays.  

 

11. The soil evaluations should be included in the official package to document the 8.27 inch/hour infiltration 

rate and separation from bottom of basin to groundwater.  The 8.27 value indicates 100% sand exists below 

the pond. 

 

Reply: The soil evaluations were included in the drainage report that supports the master plan 

submission. 
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CE Response:  The provided data confirms that groundwater depths are adequate and TH 2 

indicates a sandy subsoil. During construction, since other test holes found other soil types, we 

recommend that the designer witness subsoil conditions below the infiltration pond to confirm that 

“sand” subsoil is present throughout the pond area. 

 

12. Groundwater mounding analyses will be required if separation from bottom of basin and groundwater 

table is less than 4 feet 

 

Reply: The soil evaluations were included in the drainage report that supports the master plan 

submission. Again, RIDEM has approved this and assigned a RIPDES permit number to this 

project. 

 

CE Response:  Based upon a sand subsoil and water table depths of TH 1 and TH 2, our concern is 

addressed. 

 

13. The final report needs to discuss the minimum groundwater recharge, water quality, and pretreatment 

volumes that are being provided.  

 

Reply: This is discussed in the drainage report that supports the master plan submission. 

 

CE Response: We agree that the revised Infiltration Basin 1 is sized to exceed the required recharge 

and water quality volumes. 

 

14. Typically, soil tests for each lot would be available to demonstrate that they are suitable for future septic 

systems and infiltration systems. 

 

Reply: This is part of the subdivision suitability process with RIDEM. We discussed this in a meeting 

with Jim Lanphere and concluded that subdivision suitability is not required for master plan 

submission. This will be conducted next and will be incorporated into the preliminary design 

submission to the Town. 

 

CE Response: We have no objection to the reply. 

 

New Drainage Comments based upon new Material received on July 19, 2022 

 

15. There is an unlabeled sub-watershed depicted between Pre-Development Watersheds DA-2 and DA-3. It 

is not clear how this is sub-watershed is addressed in the analysis. 

16. The designer takes credit for infiltration at the small ponding area upstream of FES#2 (Pond 2P in 

HydroCAD), north of the roadway low point at STA 5+50. The hydrocad model has a 15,000 SF of surface 

area for ponding at elevation 83.00, which appears to be significantly larger than the actual area available. 

We recommend that the value be updated and the runoff calculations be re-computed. The design also 

assumes a “sand” subsoil. Since the soil types varied at different locations on site, we recommend that test 

hole be performed to confirm the “sand” assumption. Details of this pond will need to be added to the Plan 

Set. 

17. Pond 1P: Forebay #2 stage-storage elevations are listed as 1,032 SF at elevation 78.50, and then jumps up 

to 5,000 SF at elevation 79.00. This appears to overstate the actual size and may overstate capacity.    
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18. Similar to the above, Pond 5P: Forebay #1, the stage storage elevations are listed as 1,300 SF at elevation 

78.70, and then increases to 5,000 SF at elevation 79.00. This appears to overstate the actual size and may 

overstate capacity.    

 

Also, following are remaining items that were discussed in 2019 following a site review. At that time, it 

was agreed that the items would be resolved with the Town but we are concerned that they may not be 

on record.  

 

19. The Subdivision Standards require fencing around stormwater basins.  Fencing is only shown at Pond 1. 

20. Table 2 (Page 176) of the Land development and Subdivision Regulations requires a minimum slope of 

2% at cul-de-sacs.  A 1% slope is provided.   

21. The length of vertical curves proposed should be compared by the designer to the formula in Table 2 

because the vertical curves on the Profile Plan do not appear to meet the Town requirement of “30 feet x 

absolute value of grade difference”.  One example is the vertical curve at Station 2+50. The vertical curve 

is proposed to be 75 feet but based upon Table 2, the required length is 30 ft x (5+2) = 210 feet.  The 

centerline horizontal curve radii of 75 feet and 125 feet are also below the 150 feet noted in the Town’s 

Table 2.  

22. Should public access to the abutting land that is owned by the Hopkinton Land Trust be provided?  

23. The pavement thickness:  A local road pavement thickness detail is provided on Plan Sheet 6 but in the 

Town Land Development Regulations, there is a notation that the Collector Road standard is to be used in 

Commercial/Industrial Zones. Since the site is in a Manufacturing Zone, it appears that the pavement 

thickness should be updated to reflect the Town’s Collector Road Detail.  

24. Mr. Tim Tefft, DPW Director (now retired), expressed a concern that the steepness of the slopes of the 

drainage ponds will impact his ability to bring equipment to mow and maintain the systems.  Access 

pathways to the pond floors were recommended by Mr. Tefft. 

25. For the drainage ponds, we recommend that a one (1) foot freeboard be provided for the 100-year storms.  

Confirmation of the actual freeboard provided is requested. 

26. HDPE (high density polyethylene) piping is proposed in the new public road.   HDPE piping is commonly 

used in some communities but we recommend confirmation if the Hopkinton DPW has a policy on types 

of allowed pipe in public ways.  We have no objection to HDPE with proper backfilling/compaction but 

Town policy should be confirmed. Also, the pipe calculations provided address a 10-Year storm event but 

it must be demonstrated that the 100-year flows will reach the intended infiltration ponds. 

27. Infiltration ponds are required to be 100 feet from private wells and up to 400 feet from public wells.  We 

recommend confirmation of actual distance to neighboring land. (Adjacent lot 54 appears to have the well 

of most concern) 

28. Details of the side-slope, top elevation of pond berms and width of pond berms should be provided and 

cross-sections of the proposed side of road swales should be provided.  The construction requirements of 

the infiltration ponds were also not evident.  Items such as sub-soil removal and surface treatment, should 

be detailed. 

29. On Plan Sheet 7, there is a notation that all CBs that drain towards an infiltration pond shall have 4 ft 

sumps with no seep hole.  All CBs drain to infiltration ponds but the CB detail in the upper left corner of 

Plan 6 of 8 shows a 3 ft sump.  
30. The boulder retaining wall did not appear to have a suitable filter to prevent the migration of soils 

through the wall void space.  We recommend that the wall be designed and certified by the 

developer’s engineer. The designer indicated that this would be performed prior to Final. 
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31. Since portions of the roadway base layer was already in-place, it was not evident if all unsuitable 

subsoils were removed but Director Tefft during a site meeting did state that based on his previous 

observations, unsuitable and organic materials below the road were removed. 

32. The gravel base material appeared to be re-processed aggregate material.  We understand that the 

developer previously submitted a sieve analysis of the material and compaction tests to the Town.  

Due to the time that has passed, additional compaction and testing will be necessary prior to 

paving. 

33. The processed material also contained broken bricks in isolated areas.  No clay products are 

allowed in a base material and the developer agreed to remove any unsuitable material. 

34. Roots were evident protruding from the detention pond embankment.  The design engineer agreed 

to confirm the underlying material composition of all embankments. 

 
 

 


