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CITY OF NORTH ADAMS, MASSACHUSETTS 
 

Conservation Commission 

 
 

PUBLIC MEETING 
 

MINUTES 
 

February 16, 2022 
 

 

Call to order 
 

Vice Chairman Kawczak called the public meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. with the presence of a quorum. 

 

Members present virtually  
 

Vice Chairman Andrew Kawczak, Adam Galambos, Glenn Murray and Isaiah Moore 

 

Members absent 
 

 Tim Lescarbeau, Chairman Jason Moran, Jason Canalas and Elena Traister 

 

Others present virtually  
 

Marcus Lyon, Alexis Boutin, Myron Ritrosky, Brian Hart 
 

Vice Chairman’s statement 
 

Vice Chairman read the following statement regarding virtual meetings: 
 

The North Adams Conservation Commission will hold a public meeting pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 131, Section 40, 

Wetlands Protection Act via recorded webinar at 6:00 p.m. on Wednesday, February 16, 2022. Pursuant to Chapter 20 of 

the Acts of 2021, this meeting will be conducted via remote means. No in-person attendance of members of the public will 

be permitted, but every effort will be made to ensure that the public can adequately access the proceedings in real time, via 

technological means. In the event that we are unable to do so, for reasons of economic hardship and despite best efforts, 

we will post on the North Adams website an audio or video recording, transcript, or other comprehensive record of 

proceedings as soon as possible after the meeting. 
 

New business 

 

• A Notice of Intent submitted by ECOGenesis on behalf of the North Adams Housing Authority 

for property located at 48 Angeli Street for the removal of soils impacted by lead and arsenic. 
 

Vice Chairman Kawczak opened up the meeting to Myron Ritrosky from ECOGenesis for an explanation of the project. 

 

Myron Ritrosky explained that the site is that of a previous site plan done by the property owners LSP did not include 

areas identified as North Adams Housing Authority that contain elevated levels of lead and elevated levels of arsenic. 

 

The goal of the project is to achieve a remediation to excavate the proposed two areas of the property which the first 

location is in the North-West corner of the property that Abuts 360-362 State Road and North Adams city Property. The 

second location is about Fifteen (15) feet further to the East from the fence line on the other side of the fence immediately 

abutting 360-362 State Road with elevated levels of Arsenic have been detected. This remediation is only purposed on the 

North Adams Housing Authority Property. The corner purposed with the Lead remediation area is located within the 100-

foot riverfront boundary line and the remainder Lead and Arsenic area is between 100-200 Foot as depicted on the site 

plan that was submitted. I am a licensed site professional in Massachusetts and we are purposing this under the release 

abatement measure plan. This has been notified the contamination is associated with the property but North Adams 

Housing Authority notified these levels on their own in order to remediate contamination that has come to exist on their 

property. 
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Vice Chairman Kawczak opened up to the commission for questions 

 

Commissioner Galambos inquired about the plan to stock pile or haul the contaminated soil. 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned that they plan to excavate and stock pile. Brian had conversations with a representative at the 

North Adams Housing Authority per this. 

 

Brian from ECOGenesis mentioned that he met with Craig Wilbur on site and he was able to locate an area on their 

property that the stock pile will not leave the property. It is on a paved area that he has scoped out in the general phaticity 

of the excavation where it will temporarily stock piled and properly covered with poly and so forth until removal from the 

site which will be in short order from the actual digging time. 

 

Commissioner Galambos inquired about the short order, generalizing the paved area. Can you be more specific not having 

a plan indicating where the stock piling would be hard for not just me but the board understand. 

 

Brian Hart mentioned the stock piling was determined to be the method after the initial filing. Excavating as Myron has 

said is in the North-West corner of the property, the stock piling will on the West side of the property but further south 

about 300-500 feet max near the rear of the property based on the placement of the buildings. There is a basketball court in 

that area. As far as timing, will depend not on the approval of the facility but it would be dictated by the trucking company. 

So, it should be a matter of day not a longer period of time. 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned that they have gone through the process of identifying the facility obtaining the soil profile 

requirements and the analytical requirements for the facility submitted to them and have gone through a lengthy process of 

obtaining information requested. Which would seek approval of a pending a couple items, but the soil has been approved 

to be received at a facility in Vermont used as cover. That was a development following the submission. North Adams 

Housing Authority is contracting directly with the landfill, so they are in the process of formally getting set up to process 

that. 

 

Commissioner Galambos inquired about the contaminated boarding sites. Are there any differences in the contamination 

by the matter of a couple of feet from this side of the fence verses the other side of the fence? 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned that the primary difference between what we’re excavating on the North Adams Housing 

Authority property vs immediately abutting properties is what is being excavated. If you are looking at the sketch, note the 

top of the page there is a floor drain outfall pipe noted during excavation. That outfall pipe on the backside of the building 

was determined to be the source by the other LSP involved and they had imminent hazard levels of lead and arsenic on the 

immediately abutting properties both to the North and West. On North Adams Housing Authority property, they are 

elevated but not imminent hazard levels. We have penciled in 220and 260, the clean-up level is 200 and the arsenic is 34 

but the clean-up level is 20. 

 

Commissioner Galambos inquired that we are looking at 3 ½ cubic yards and 9 ½ cubic yards of total material being 

removed, is that correct? 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned that is correct. For both locations we have already gone in with a hand auger and collected soil 

samples of surrounding and below the detection. So, we have already fine cleaned, once we cleared the permeameters of 

the testing that has been done, the excavation we know we have achieved clean soil. This is going to be a set amount of 

soil being excavated based on these tests. 

 

Commissioner Murray inquired that the material you remove and stockpile for a few days until removal from the site, is 

there any requirement to fence it or just leave it there covered by poly? 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned no, we have done the whole disposal testing, there is nothing that constitutes a hazardous 

waste. There are elevated levels of lead and arsenic, we preformed a test called TCLP which characterizes it as hazardous 

or non-hazardous and, in both instances, it was characterized as non-hazardous. If it came back as hazardous, then it would 

have to be fenced in and secured. But for this the requirements are covered by poly and on poly. 

 

Commissioner Murray inquired that you’re not involved in the clean up on the site that abuts it, the old autobody shop? 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentioned he was not. 
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Vice Chairman Kawczak inquires about the six concerns from DEP on the official letter head they sent to you. 

Specifically, the project is proposed of a small area of remediation, while the narrative did not describe a methodology it 

appears the proposed activity would be able to be conducted without cause and increase in floods, stage and velocity. How 

did you respond to that paragraph? And did you send something into DEP on that? 

 

Brian Hart Mentions that there was not a direct response to DEP on that but I forwarded that question onto one of our 

collages and he agreed with the statement made by DEP, that is can be conducted without increase in floods, stage and 

velocity based on where it located as it is 100 feet from the river. Did not see that the statement needed a further 

explanation. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak mentions that it was not a good response because we have been in a position before with a yes or 

no or maybe, here is our line of thinking feedback going to the official regulatory agencies. Because you have internally 

agreed with it does not mean you have necessarily told DEP you concurred, it will be listed as an outstanding item. 

 

Let us move to the next concern. Plans should identify the location of proposed activities relative to the boundaries of each 

affected resource area. The plans did not appear to include the boundaries of the resource areas. I am assuming they are 

leading up to the of vegetative wetland, you did include the distances of 100 feet 200 feet. 

 

Brian Hart mentions that it is depicted in the site plan figure 4. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak inquired that may be the case, does DEP know that you old them that? 

 

Brian Hart mentions that it was my understanding the six questions are to be not necessarily responses back to DEP but 

back to your organization as conservation commission. Those are guidelines from DEP for the purposes of this hearing. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak inquires that it can be done this way, however, we have found consultants feel the only way that 

it can get off their bladder is to send, “I am alive and well and answering these questions.” We will take it under 

consideration but please understand to the regulatory folks, it is an open-ended. They do not necessarily know you 

answered us or gave us the answer that meets their criteria, as they are still overseeing our activities even though at a 

distance.  

 

Brian Hart mentions that I understand, and agree with you. And will forward the responses back to DEP. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak inquires about bullet three, consideration as a Limited Project per 310 CMR 10.53(3)(q), what 

would be your response to that at this moment. 

 

Brian Hart mentions that is not needed if our limits of excavation hold up, as Myron explained, they are set based on our 

sampling and analytical data we have prior to excavation. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak inquires about bullet four, the information submitted in the application does not sufficiently 

address the applicable General Performance Standards of the impacted resource area(s) regarding 310 CMR 10.58 or 

Limited Project General Conditions. The Applicant should provide a brief narrative and, when applicable, supporting 

documentation to demonstrate compliance with all applicable General Performance Standards and Limited Project General 

Conditions.  

 

I understand you said limited project general conditions is not something you are seeking, but these are things that we need 

feedback from you as what position you are taking. 

 

Brian Hart mention that we don’t feel we are going in that direction, so we are doing general performance standards on the 

CMR 10.58 which I submitted a document to Marcus dated 2-3-22 which is in response to that comment number 4, it is a 

small narrative. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak states there was one single paragraph that was a response from your organization. 

 

Brian Hart mentions that there are three separate paragraphs or half pages of responses that have been shared. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak states he only had was response to Section B. Question #5. 

 

Brian Hart mentions that was dated 1-05-22, and I have also submitted a general project description which we basically 

spoke of that same day. How would you like me to get you that response? 
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Vice Chairman Kawczak inquires that Brian Hart effectively writing up a response to all six questions and submitting 

them to the board as one submittion. 

 

Last question The Hoosic River is considered a Cold-water Fishery. Preventing sediment from entering the water column 

is important, how are you handling erosion on this particular project? 
 

Brian Hart mentions that we are setting up a silt fence around the excavation areas to protect the riverfront on the outer 

boundaries of the excavations as depicted in figure 4- the site plan. This shows where the silt fence/silt soc will be located 

prior to the excavation and will remain in place until the excavation is backfilled and stabilized. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak opened up to the commission for questions. 

 

Commissioner Galambos inquired about when the work is being proposed to begin. 

 

Myron Ritrosky mentions to his understanding North Adams Housing Authority is proposing to proceed as soon as 

everything is on order. We are currently in the process of preparing and filing the release of pavement measure plan with 

Mass DEP. That will probably be filed by the beginning of next week, and then as soon as possible once everything has 

come together. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak opened up to the public for questions. There was none. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak requested a motion to close the public hearing. Motion by commissioner Galambos Second by 

Commissioner Murray. All in favor. Motion carries. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak askes Commissioner Galambos on his suggestion on what would be appropriate for this 

presentation.  

 

Commissioner Galambos states making sure responses are submitted to DEP questions that were provided by Marcus for 

file # 241-0207, I would like to see the responses that Brian had spoke about. Subject to that submission, I would like to 

propose a motion that we have an order of conditions that be set forward. 

 

Vice Chairman Kawczak made a motion to approve the NOI with the general order of conditions plus the added 

requirement to respond officially to the Board and DEP for the DEP questions that were submitted as part of this file 

number. Second by Commissioner Murray. All in favor. Motion carries. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approval of minutes 
 

• Public meeting – January 18, 2022 
 

Motion to approve by Commissioner Galambos. Second by commissioner Moore. All in favor. Motion Carries. 

Adjournment 
 

Motion to close meeting by Vice Chairman Kawczak at 6:37PM. All in favor. Motion Carries. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

Alexis Boutin 

Conservation Commission Secretary 

 

 
 

 

Alexis Boutin 


