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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Thursday, June 6, 2013 

Continued Public Hearing 

7:00 p.m. – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

 

REVISED AGENDA MINUTES 

  

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a continued public hearing 

& regular meeting on Thursday, June 6, 2013.   Chair Theresa Albanese called 

the public hearing to order at 7:00 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Commissioners were present, viz: 

 Christopher Borowy, Greg Ali, Jeffrey Crown, Mary Etter & James 

Sullivan 

   

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

      

 Absent:  William Camp, Commissioner 

    Richard Post, Alternate 

    Robert Hammersley, Alternate 

 

   

 A quorum was determined. 

 

 

 

Public Hearing Items: 

  

 A. Map Amendment #144 – Application of Wonk Spring Partnership, LLC 

seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect the findings 

of Soil Scientist Tom Pietras.  Property located on Wonx Spring Road, 

Assessor’s Map 062, Parcel 142. 

 

 Stephen Giudice, Harry Cole & Son, represented the applicant. Tonight I 

have the official Town of Southington inland wetland map up on the projector.  

This is the map we are proposing to amend. We outlined the parcel in kind of 

a bluish color and the proposed is in a red color.   

 

 He noted the previous limit and what was flagged in the field on the 

map. 

 

 He pointed out the three areas that were walked with the old line and 

the new line. 

 

 Two issues on site were the ditch/watercourse and a vernal pool along 

the limit of this wetland here (indicated).  In the report, it was called a 

vernal pool and we will modify this map to add that location.   

 Discussion.   

 

 Mr. Giudice said they did go out and survey the location and we will 

plot it on the map. 
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 The other area is what is defined as kind of a watercourse on the map.  

So, I didn’t think the map needed amendment in that area.   

 Discussion. 

 

 The map will be amended to add the vernal pool.  The intermittent 

stream is delineated on there already. 

 

 There didn’t seem to be any other areas that the commission was 

concerned about concluded Mr. Giudice. 

 

 The Chair agreed with the findings of Mr. Pietras. 

 

(Those speaking in favor of the map amendment) 

 

 No response. 

  

 

(Those speaking against the map amendment) 

 

 Charlie Moss at 105 Roxbury Road.  My contention on the map amendment 

is in the northwest corner as it abuts the Roxbury Road wetlands area that is 

directly along the western edge.  While at the site walk, I had talked about 

my feelings in this area (indicated).  What I want to do is try to have you 

understand that years ago these two (indicating) were one wetlands area.  

There was a wetlands disturbance that took place in this area (indicating).  

Probably when the building was still occupied or as they were demolishing the 

building.  You can see debris from the building. 

 

 I want to be sure that you are sure that we do enough testing to be 

sure that we’re dealing with the wetlands in its entirety and we are not 

creating a divide where the wetlands on one side is not going to do what it 

is supposed to do and impact the wetlands on the other side. 

  

 Right now the wetlands on the Roxbury Road side on the western edge is 

landlocked.  There seemingly is no way out for the water.  So, it just pools.  

It’s been like that since the disturbance.   

 

 I want to be sure my wetlands don’t get any worse and I want to 

understand that should nothing be done to this map amendment during the 

development phase what happens if I notice a difference in the wetlands on my 

property.  What is my recourse to say I have a problem?  I certainly do not 

want to have a problem.  I want this to be seamless, if you will. 

 

 Ms. Etter asked if there was an intent to resurvey outside of the 

lines.  The Chair said it is only the subject property that is where the map 

amendment is taking place for this application.      

 Discussion. 

 

 The Chair explained the procedure followed and the purpose of the soil 

scientist in investigation of this site and the wetland areas is to verify if 

there have been changes or if what is on the town mapping is accurate.  You 

do see some changes. 

 Discussion. 

 

 The Chair agreed with the line and was satisfied. 
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 Mr. Lavallee noted there is a difference between wetlands and drainage 

and we do make sure there is not a negative effect on the properties adjacent 

to the site with regard to drainage.  It was indicated in the field they 

would look further into that. 

 

 Mr. Moss stated that more information is better than less and 

understanding the areas holistically is better than dealing with it 

individually.  I want us to look at the water problem as an entire problem 

and understand what we have to do to not worsen one side of the property 

while we make better the other side.  By doing deeper testing to get to the 

real soil condition is going to be the only way we are going to know whether 

or not at one time or another that there was a watercourse there. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Ms. Keska had a few questions.  Is the intermittent watercourses 

protected like the wetlands are?  Is it 50’.  The Chair clarified it is a 50’ 

upland review area, yes. 

 

 The waterway you found on the walk, is that another one or the same 

one?  The Chair said it is the one. 

 

 Ms. Keska asked if the vernal pool was 100 percent within the wetland 

limit?  Mr. Giudice said it was. 

 

 My name is Kristen Keska, 149 Wonx Spring Road. 

 

(Rebuttal) 

 

 Mr. Giudice clarified the map is the official Town of Southington 

wetland map.  It is antiquated, not updated.  And, the area the gentleman 

spoke about is this low area here (indicating).  It is not even identified as 

wetlands on the property map.  If he wanted to submit a map amendment and 

have the limits marked, he could petition you to change the map to identify 

that as wetlands on this map.  That is not part of our property so we did not 

do that.  We looked within our boundaries. We have limitations.   

 Discussion. 

 

 That is our proposal tonight.  This map shows the watercourse or ditch.  

We feel comfortable with Mr. Pietras and the previous soil scientist and what 

they found on site that this accurately represents the wetlands on our 

parcel. 

 

 

Adjournment:    

 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to adjourn the public hearing.  Mr. Borowy 

seconded.  Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the public hearing was adjourned at 7:20 o’clock, p.m.)
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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Thursday, June 6, 2013 

Regular Meeting 

Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

  

REVISED AGENDA MINUTES 

  

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on 

Thursday, June 6, 2013.   Chair Theresa Albanese called the regular meeting 

to order at 7:20 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Commissioners were present, viz: 

 Christopher Borowy, Greg Ali, Jeffrey Crown, Mary Etter & James 

Sullivan 

   

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

      

 Absent:  William Camp, Commissioner 

    Richard Post, Alternate 

    Robert Hammersley, Alternate 

 

   

 A quorum was determined. 

 

 

The pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by everyone in 

attendance. 

 

 

THERESA ALBANESE, Chair, Presiding: 

4. Approval of Minutes – May 2, 2013, Regular Meeting 

 The Chair noted the following minor correction:  Under Item #9, it says 

Ms. Etters and it should say Ms. Etter. 

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to approve the May 2, 2013 Minutes as 

amended.  Mr. Borowy seconded. Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

     May 22, 2013 On Site Meeting 

 The Chair had a lot of comments:  On the rear bottom last where it 

starts out “present on site were the applicant, Mr. Florian and a neighbor 

Mr. Lambert O’Neill.  There was a bridge constructed across . . .” --- 

instead of Judd Brook, I would like it to say:  tributary to Judd Brook to 

access approximately 8.5 acres of the applicant --- it ends as applicant and 

it should be: to access approximately 8.5 acres of the applicant’s property. 
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 It goes on further say there has been tree clearing on site.  And, 

within the floodplain/floodway and we want to add:  and town mapped wetlands. 

 Then it goes to say that Mr. F was advised to remove the stockpiled 

trees and then, stumps, logs and equipment.  We’re adding stumps, logs and 

equipment within the floodway and . . . 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve the Amended May 22nd on site Minutes 

as given.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

5. Reports from Public, Press and Ex-Officio members regarding items 

scheduled for action. 

 None this evening. 

 

 

  

6. Items from the Public Hearing: 

 

 A. Map Amendment #144 – Application of Wonk Spring Partnership, LLC 

seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect the findings 

of Soil Scientist Tom Pietras.  Property located on Wonx Spring Road, 

Assessor’s Map 062, Parcel 142. 

 

 The Chair said she was in favor of approving the map amendment.  She 

believed Mr. Pietras who has a long standing history of acting as a soil 

scientist in the State of Connecticut and has performed reputable work to my 

understanding.  I agree with the map amendment and the various changes:  the 

vernal pool and add the intermittent stream and with the changes proposed and 

depicted on the plan. 

 

 Mr. Borowy said he would second the thought by nothing the very 

imprecise nature of the original mapping as given by the town and as our 

inspection confirmed the revised mapping as submitted.  I would move we 

approve MA #144.   

 

 Stipulation:  Add the vernal pool to the map amendment. 

  

 Ms. Etter seconded.  Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

 

7. Inland Wetland/Floodplain Filling Applications: 

  

 A. Information/Action:  IW #1121 – Application of Pergjoni Family 

Jewelers, LLC seeking to construct a parking lot and storm water detention 

basin within the upland review area.  Property located at 834 and 848 South 

Main Street, Map 064, Parcels 10 and 11. 

 

 Stephen Giudice, Harry Cole & Son, represented the applicant.  We had 

the site walk on this application.  The commission had made some suggestions 

on modifying our proposed parking lot and it worked out better.  We were able 

to move the parking away from the Quinnipiac River; we moved our detention 

area further away from the Quinnipiac River and less pavement on site.  We 

made some sidewalk modifications up front as well. 
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 The major changes happen in the rear.  By eliminating one of the aisles 

and changing the parking area and sliding the detention further up the hill 

we were able to provide a better storm water infiltration basin and have less 

pervious surface on site. 

 

 We added some landscaping, some trees and shrubs to the front and to 

the rear of the property. 

  

 We have addressed comments by Mr. Lavallee, as well. 

 

 Tree plantings were discussed.  High brush blueberry. 

 

 Oil water separator is in the storm water management system.  Rooftop 

drainage goes into an infiltration chamber first and any overflow goes into 

the basin.  The storm water goes through a series of pipes and then we have 

an oil water separator until it discharges out into the basin. 

 Discussion. 

 

 The Chair brought up a silt fence or turbidity barriers or something 

downstream.   Mr. Giudice said for erosion and sedimentation control we 

should have controls on the plan which the assistant town planner had no 

issues with. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Tree protection was brought up by the Chair.  She would like to see 

that if this is approved for that huge tree.   They have wood boards you put 

around and you use a wire fence and it just protects the tree.  Mr. Giudice 

said that would not be a problem.   

 Discussion. 

  

 

 Mr. Borowy thanked the applicant for successfully incorporating the 

suggestions we and staff made at the last meeting and the checklist by the 

assistant town planner.  We are also talking about the addition of the tree 

protection as an amendment.  He then made a motion to approve IW 1211 as 

presented and amended with the tree protection discussed.   Mr. Sullivan 

seconded.  Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 

 

 (Mr. Crown recused himself from the next two items.) 

 

 B. Information/Action:  IW #1209 – Application of David Florian 

seeking to permit a replacement bridge to access property located on Burritt 

Street Map 029, Parcel 068. 

 

 AND 

 

 C. Information/Action:  FF #237 – Application of David Florian 

seeking to fill 28 cubic yards of floodplain and mitigate 42 cubic yards for 

activities associated with a bridge replacement on Burritt Street across from 

Anne Rd. – Assessor’s Map 029, Parcel 068. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee advised staff did research on this with regard to the 

restriction and how the exemption is going to play into these applications.  

In case law, there is no exemption.  
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 Mr. Lavallee further advised the bridge could be handled as a separate 

application but where does it go to?  The farm would be part of the 

exemption.   The Chair said as she understands, it is pre-existing farming 

condition activities.  

 

 The Chair added the area was supposed to be flagged and it didn’t 

happen.  Mr. Lavallee further stated he received no information regarding 

flagging the wetlands. 

 

 The Chair felt the next course of action would be that she requests 

they have the entire parcel flagged, delineated by a soil scientist and then 

at that point I think we would need to notify the Army Corp of Engineers on 

the town end and see if the exemption lies with the Army Corp of Engineers, 

which I do not believe it does, but I am not a federal regulator so I don’t 

want to answer.  I don’t believe what they’ve done out there would fall under 

exemption criteria. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee said outreach was done to a blog by Ms. Brooks who is 

familiar with these exemptions.  She is typically who people in our field go 

to for a little better understanding of these issues.    

 

 The Chair continued it was determined by reviewing the case history 

that our interpretation (town staff and the commission) is that based on the 

information from Ms. Brook’s blog and case history is that whatever was done 

out there was not exempt activity to meet the farmland/agricultural 

exemption. It does not meet that.  I think this is definitely something we 

should consider doing, I think we need to issue a violation.  There is an 

entire area of wetlands that was cleared.  Our IW map depicts the entire 

parcel as wetlands.    We need to have the soil scientist look at the soils.   

 

 Mr. Lavallee suggested seeing if there was a willingness to have it 

flagged and then base the violation on that.  We will know exactly where the 

wetlands are then.     Then if the willingness is not there, issue the 

violation.  Part of the remedy of the violation is to have it flagged. 

  

 The Chair felt the more important issue is that there has been a 

wetland resource that’s been extremely modified and altered and impacted that 

in itself is a violation.  A comparative assessment of the area that was 

removed and the impacts compared to the recent aerial mapping should be done. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee said he would convey that. 

 

 Mr. Borowy said it is not necessarily the total site was clear cut, but 

it was precisely 3 acres out of 7.  But there has been a total lack of 

response from the party. And, when we get some kind of response there is a 

total lack of support information and cooperation.    They didn’t live up to 

their commitment to give us the flagged area at the time of the scheduled 

walk.  This has been nothing but frustrating.  The affect on the environment, 

for what is our purview, has been just completely destructive.  I think 

getting the Army Corp involved would be a very good measure. 

 

 The Chair noted the applicant has to do a post defacto application for 

a permit and in this case it would be an individual permit.   We have acres 

of disturbance. 

 Discussion. 
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 The Chair noted going to the site walk and seeing three acres of 

forestry wetlands cleared – WOW.  The applicant went in and cleared trees, 

this wetland area, which is habitat for who knows how many species.  They 

left a significant amount of trees, logs, stumps and equipment in the 

wetlands.  The soil scientist will find wetland soils all over the place 

because that is pretty much what is there.  It is a significant wetland 

ecosystem. 

 Discussion. 

 

 The farmland exemption was discussed.   We need to clarify that.   

Discussion. 

 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table IW#1209 and FF #237 with the 

requirements and follow up we discussed.  Mr. Ali seconded.   Motion passed 5 

to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

  

 

 (Mr. Crown reseated.) 

 

 D. Information:  IW#1212 – Application of Lincoln College of New 

England seeking to replace an existing deteriorated culvert under an interior 

access drive.  Property located at 2279 Mt. Vernon Road. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee indicated there is no representative here tonight but they 

have indicated they will be available at the onsite walk.  There is a culvert 

going across the walk way (indicating) and they want to replace that culvert 

and catch basins as it is deteriorating.  It is intermittent.   

 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW1212.   Ms. Etter seconded. Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 Site walk set for Tuesday, June 25, 2013. 

 

 

 

 

 E. Information:  IW #1213 – Application of Anthony Milo seeking to 

renew an existing wetland permit to fill and grade wetland in association 

with a proposed driveway and parking for a professional office building. 

 

 Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert Jones & Associates, represented the 

applicant.  The subject property is located at 2061 West Street at the corner 

of Westwood, the northeast quadrant.  The parcel is just short of 1 acre.  It 

is serviced by public water and sewer. 

 

 The proposal is for a small professional building, 2500 sf, located in 

the northwest corner of the property, 1.5 story with no basement, slab on 

grade. 

 

 We have related parking and drainage. 

  

 The wetland area is approximately 10,000 sf and is highlighted on the 

map.  The impact to the wetlands is proposed at 2,600 sf which is related to 

the construction of the driveway and the parking area in and related grading 

to make it happen. 
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 To mitigate the impact, we have provided a conservation easement of 

20,899 sf in this area here (indicating).  That will compensate for the 

impact.   The conservation easement is not in the wetlands.  All appropriate 

E & S notes are on the plans.  ZIRO is provided in the detention area east of 

this property which eventually goes to West Street. The roof drains go into 

underground storage for infiltration. 

 

 This is an existing approval for this site which expires June 12, 2013.  

The fill material proposed is already in place.  It was placed years ago.  We 

are asking for a reapproval of the application which is expiring. Nothing has 

changed since the last approval granted.  It was granted originally 2003 and 

then extended in 2008.   

 

 Mr. Borowy pointed out for the record that the conservation easement is 

more than half made up of regulated area.  Nonetheless, I point out for the 

Minutes that it is really significant for us to make sure that when we are 

issuing an approval or denying a request that we backed by our own precedent 

and making sure we are towing the line as far as the legal requirements.  

Given the fact that we’ve looked at this application and approved and the 

same application was renewed back in 2008, I would move that we approve this 

application with no changes again.   Mr. Ali seconded. 

 

 Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

  

 

 

8. Communications 

 

 A. Reports from Public, Press and Ex-Officio members regarding items 

other than those scheduled for action. 

 

 

 None this evening. 

 

 

 

9. Conservation Issues/Unfinished Business/Miscellaneous 

 

 (Mr. Crown recused himself for this item.) 

 

 Show Cause Hearing – Burritt Street Parcels across from Anne Road 

 

 The Chair said at the site walk it was indicated that we are going to 

continue this show cause hearing with no violations, but I think it has since 

changed.  It might be worth it to ask the applicant for him to set up an 

onsite meeting with Army Corp and us and DEEP.   This would definitely be the 

best way to handle this.   

 Discussion. 

 

  

 The Chair reported that in 45 minutes the seedlings were gone at the 

Touch a Truck event.  A neat thing. 

 Discussion. 
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 The Chair mentioned the Connecticut Association of Wetland Scientists 

is going to be holding an invasive species workshop probably in early 

September.  I will forward the information to everyone.  All day workshop 

with morning indoor type of lecture and then an afternoon field site visits. 

 Discussion. 

 

 Also, with Rob Kuchta, the Chair went onsite with the University of New 

Haven graduate level wetlands ecology class and the professor of the class.  

Rob has been active with a kettle bog he found years ago.  It’s off of Mt. 

Vernon Road.  There was an article in the Hartford Courant about this kettle 

bog.  On Saturday, we looked at three unique areas: one off of the Meriden 

Waterbury Turnpike and a wildlife sanctuary on Pond Mill Road owned by the 

Land Trust and the third I did not go to was the kettle bog.   Rob will be 

willing to host a field trip for us to go and visit these three areas and 

investigate them.  We are thinking of doing that sometime in July or August.   

 Discussion. 

 

  

 Mr. Borowy brought up one last thing.  The open space committee update 

is we will be seeing an application when the town wants to go forward with an 

actual pedestrian bridge crossing over a stream on site.   The project will 

be going ahead without our approval for two crossings of an intermittent 

stream that are just designed for bike traffic.  Non-motorized bikes.  This 

is the Novick open space property.  It’s on Flanders.  It’s a large property 

about 125 acres and they propose 8 to 10 miles of bike traffic.  The track 

will be built in accordance with certain mountain biking standards.  A 

typical width of 16-inches and no more maximum.  That is a good thing. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee said the town put in for a trails grant from the state for 

a bridge.  We’ll find out in June or July.   

 

   

Adjournment: 

 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:08 o’clock, p.m.)   


