
Stockbridge Bowl Stewardship Committee  

minutes 

October 2, 2020 

 

Members present: Michael Buffoni, John Loiodice, Jamie Minacci (Chair), Roxanne McCaffrey, 

Michael Nathan, and Charles Kenny (scribe).   

 

Jamie Minacci introduced new member, John Loiodice, and welcomed him to the group.   

 

Board of Health report:  CK discussed anticipated effects of dredging, including recreational 

benefits, water quality benefits resulting from restoration of depth, volume, and flow of the 

water,  from increase in  hypolimnetic oxygenation, and from removal of undesirable 

sediments, including toxic and nutrient-laden sediments.  The Lycott study from 1991, wherein 

two major problems of the Stockbridge Bowl were identified: excessive macrophyte growth and 

hypolimnetic oxygen depletion, was reviewed.  The latter was thought to depress water quality 

and restrict the cold water fisheries, by increasing water column phosphorus through release 

from the anoxic sediments, and thereby created a predilection to cyanobacterial blooms.  In its 

original discussion, Lycott had anticipated that a functioning drainage pipe would have been in 

place and recommended dredging only after the pipeline had been functioning for a baseline 

period. It was thought that this would decrease the amount of sediment that would need to be 

removed and therefore the cost.  At the time (1991), it was anticipated that the cost of removing 

sediment would be approximately $410,000.  CK also noted that there could be downstream 

effects of the change in flow that might be negative, and that the locations of the removed 

sediment would have to be monitored and carefully chosen.  CK inquired about what the 

expected mechanism for funding the cost of dredging would be, since originally the town had 

earmarked somewhat less than $200,000 through the Community Preservation Fund for 

dredging, and the SBA had accumulated funds for dredging as well.  However, in the interim, 

Charlie thought perhaps the SBA funds might have been used for other purposes or might be 

inadequate to cover the current dredging costs. Furthermore, if those SBA funds were now 

intended for herbicide applications or other activities, would enough remain to finance the 

dredging.  Furthermore, he questioned whether the Town would continue to support the 

assignment of Town funds for dredging, considering the costs anticipated for litigation.  RM 

mentioned that there had been a prior agreement reached between the Town and the SBA 

concerning the CPC funds and she would explain that to the committee at the next meeting.  

MN thought that the cost related to dredging would be in excess of $1.5 million.  He added that 

he thought that it was important to keep in mind that one-third of the shoreline of the lake would 

be lost if the dredging were not undertaken and that this would have a significant habitat impact.  

MN agreed to contact the GZA to begin to put together a cost estimate for the dredging and 

where to put the sediment and the containment structures for the sediment. He also agreed to 

present to the committee at the next meeting the time-frame and procedures involved in securing 

an NOI for harvesting. 

 

Sewer and Water:  MB reported that the GZA had recently provided a report regarding all of the 

data that had been collected, and he agreed to present the details of that report and their 

interpretation at the next meeting.  CK brought up that the Lycott study had mentioned that there 

had been an old stone dam that should have been removed, and MB thought that this might be 



the “tight spot” that was one-third of the way towards the island down the channel.   

 

SBA: MN emphasized the importance of proceeding as efficiently as possible to obtain an NOI 

for the harvester, indicating that the SBA might be proceeding with this independently.He noted 

that, because an endangered species (the snail) had been identified, NHESP would be involved 

and would probably require a two-year species monitoring program.  He recommended directly 

contacting the SBA to find out their information regarding the harvester, declining to provide it 

himself.  JM emphasized that it would be important to try to maintain and build relationships 

between the various sub-communities in town and the state government.  She thought that this 

would help ensure a most efficient permit process to do the harvesting.   

 

Select Board:  RM indicated that an NOI for harvesting might have to be included in a more 

comprehensive NOI and also indicated that it had been recommended by the DEP to Foresight 
that this be a restorative NOI rather than a recreational NOI in 2020.  She also emphasized the 

importance of moving along as efficiently as possible and assured the committee that such was a 

priority for the Town.  MB noted that Mark Viola had run the harvester before and had been 

required to log the data about the weeds. MB expected that the procedures for harvesting would 

be complex in that regard and that we would have to be prepared to do the such things again.  

RM indicated that part of a comprehensive lake management plan would have to involve, or 

should ideally involve, inventories of the wildlife already present in the lake. She recommended 

that the Town consult not only for-hire experts, but also seek out local volunteers who had 

appropriate expertise in that regard.  She also thought it would be useful to bring Dr. Kortmann 

and Chris Mayne to a Select Board meeting so that they could explain their interpretations of the 

results of the lake testing and describe what needed to be done in order to put into place a 

successful lake management plan.  Members of the committee agreed that this was a good idea.    

 

 Chair Minacci re-emphasized that the meetings would be held on the first and third Friday of 

each month at 8 a.m.  This was to accommodate the schedule of one of the members who was 

not able to attend on Wednesdays.   

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:58 a.m.   

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Charlie Kenny 


