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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

 

Public Hearing  

Thursday, July 11, 2013 

7:00 PM – Town Council Chambers 

75 Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

 

MINUTES 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular public 

hearing and meeting on Thursday, July 11, 2013.  Chairperson Theresa 

Albanese called the meeting to order at 7:00 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 

 

 James Sullivan, Chris Borowy, Greg Ali, William Camp* & Mary 

Etter 

  

 Gerard Bernier, Alternate Commissioner 

 

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 

 (*Arrived where noted in the Minutes approximately 7:21 p.m.) 

  

  Absent: Jeff Crown, Commissioner 

   Richard Post, Alternate Commissioner 

    

     

  The Chair seated Alternate Commissioner Bernier for Commissioner 

Crown. A quorum was determined. 

THERESA ALBANESE, Chair, presiding:  

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. MAP AMENDMENT #145  - Application of David and Branda 

Martins seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to 

reflect the findings of Soil Scientist Ed Pawlack.  Property located 

at 28 Steeplechase Drive, Assessor’s Map 056, Parcel 046. 

 Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & Associated represented 

the applicants.  This is for a wetland line map amendment for property 

located at 28 Steeplechase Drive.  It’s in an R-20/25 zone and served 

by public water and sewer.   It’s lot 46 in the East Gate Subdivision 

off of Savage Street. 
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 Explained the original map of the subdivision pointing out the 

lot.  The wetland runs through the lot in a northwest direction. 

 The property has a small strip of wetlands on it.  Soil Scientist 

Ed Pawlak flagged the wetlands with 13 flags.  Krtazert & Jones 

located them and plotted them on a map submitted to you as Class A-2 

standards. 

 The report was submitted with the application but I have another 

now for the record. (Submitted) 

 Submitted a copy of the Kratzert & Jones map with the wetlands 

indicated on it with the numbering of the flags in color so you can 

see the difference. 

 We have the GIS from the town website indicating where the 

wetlands are.  (Submitted) 

 There is a very small difference as you can see from the maps 

compared to what was represented to you at the time of the 

subdivision.  

 The soils are explained in the report. 

 We respectfully request this application be granted. 

 Discussion of the map delineations. 

(Those speaking in favor of the map amendment) 

 No response. 

(Those speaking in opposition to the map amendment) 

 No response. 

 A site walk will be scheduled for Monday, July 15, 2013. 

 

 B. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING – IW #1210  - Application of 

Wonk Spring Partnership, LLC seeking to disturb 3,185 sf of wetlands 

for the purpose of constructing a 9 lot industrial subdivision roadway 

and storm water quality/management system for property located on Wonx 

Spring Road, Assessor’s Map 062, Parcel 142. 

 The Chair noted that she believed that the disturbance number is 

incorrect.  Can Mr. Giudice advise? 
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 Stephen Giudice with Harry Cole & Song, 876 South Main Street, 

Plantsville asked for clarification. 

 Mr. Lavallee stated that we typically leave the initial 

application number on and then under the approval if they reduce it, 

it’s reflected. 

 Stephen Giudice represented the applicant.  He noted the special 

meeting for the public hearing and representatives from the 

neighborhood requested this public hearing stay open to provide 

information.  We have not received any information so we would turn 

the podium to the representatives so we can hear what they have. 

 Attorney Alfred Morrocco, representing the neighborhood group.  

As you recall at the public hearing, we had requested a continuance to 

be able to provide information from various professionals.  We have 

done that.  We have three people that are going to speak this evening. 

 Just for the record, you know the neighborhood group and 

individuals have taken appeal of the map amendment.  I know it doesn’t 

stay this preceding and we can proceed, but for the record, we had 

taken a map amendment to the Assessor’s Map 62, Lot 42, I think it’s 

MA #144.  That is being under appeal because we feel that it’s not 

reflective of all the wetlands. 

 Today, I believe we faxed to the commission office intervenor 

status.  And, it was hand carried, too, by one of the representatives.  

I have the original signatures which I would like to submit.   

 (Pause) 

 Basically, it just sets forth who is requesting the intervenor 

status which is me and Mr. Frank Punzo who is an abutting land owner.  

We’ve given both our addresses and the purpose for the intervention. 

 Further on we explain exactly this purposes of this intervenor 

status, what we intend to show and what we intend to present.  It’s 

quite long.  Reviewed. 

 It talks about the inland wetlands and watercourse areas and its 

distance from the Quinnipiac River.  Then we go into feasibility and 

prudent alternatives all set forth in the intervenor.  We are hoping 

you will accept this.  We will have information coming from our 

experts.  We are requesting we receive that status. 

 The Chair asked if this is required to be filed with the state.  

Attorney Morrocco said in his opinion it is required.  If you close 

the public hearing, then I think that you cannot receive additional 
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comments from various individuals.  Therefore, we are asking that we 

have the opportunity, based upon what might be submitted subsequent to 

the public hearing, if it is closed, be able to comment on various 

reports.  I think it is necessary we put in writing our status.  Two 

people and not a flock of people would be coming up.  We would be the 

focal people:  myself and Mr. Punzo.       

 Discussion. 

 You had asked us and we worked very hard in the last two weeks to 

organize the group and also retain individuals. I do have reports and 

information from experts.  The first is Dan Titus with HRP Associates.   

 (Submitted a copy of Mr. Titus’s report for the record.) 

 Dan Titus, I’m vice president with HRP Associates which is an 

engineering firm licensed here in the State of Connecticut and 

practicing in Connecticut for some 31-odd years. 

 Myself, I’m a licensed environmental professional with the 

Connecticut DEEP and my practice specializes in remediation and 

redevelopment of historically contaminated sites.  That is what this 

site is. 

 Back in 2000, the previous owners pursuant to Connecticut state 

regulations (Remediation Standard Regulations – Section 22A, 133k-1 

thru 2 of the regulations) effectuated remediation on this property 

because there were contaminants due to the historical industrial 

operations that exceeded the bright line threshold criteria that are 

established by the DEEP as protective of human health and environment. 

 (Reviewed the report) 

 Attorney Morrocco added that report can be further embellished 

once the proper maps and information being questioned is provided by 

the developer.  This is only what was available in the short period of 

time. 

 The second professional is George Logan and he is from REMA.  I 

have a dozen copies of his report which we just got today.  (Submitted 

the report for the record as long with his professional resume. 

 George Logan, principal with REMA Ecological Services.  He went 

over his qualifications as noted on the resume. 

 My associate, Sigrun Gadwa, is on her way.  She has a goodly 

amount of experience with the Quinnipiac River Watershed and some of 

the species that are found which are listed in Connecticut as species 

of special concern. 
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 (Mr. Camp entered the meeting.) 

 He noted his report is of what he would consider a preliminary 

review.  We have not gotten into the nitty-gritty because honestly, 

there is not a lot of nitty-gritty in this application.  There is a 

lot more on the construction of the access roadway and drainage system 

as far as typical engineering you would see for a Greenfield 

development.  We don’t have information on some other aspects of this 

development as it pertains to what this roadway will lead to which is 

the development of the entire parcel.      

 Discussion. 

 (Ms.  Gadwa entered the meeting.) 

 He referred to this as a rare piecemeal phenomenon.  We see an 

access driveway and some conceptual layouts but not really a lot of 

information beyond that to this whole application together with 

respect to potential impacts to wetlands and watercourses.  

 Discussion. 

 In his view and mind this is a piecemeal application.  It’s 

incomplete with respect to all the regulated resources and potential 

impacts that will happen on this property.  There is another 

jurisdiction that also looks at the same kind of information you look 

at but under the Clean Water Act.   Administering this set of 

regulations is the Army Corp of Engineers.        

 Discussion.  

 He explained the criteria for Category 1 and Category 2 

designations and when there is the need for an Army Corp permit.   He 

also noted and explained three pertinent exemptions. (Vernal pools, 

listed species and filling any other wetlands.)    

 Discussion. 

 Explained that this is not a full and complete application for 

the Army Corp under a Category 2.  They want to see all activities 

that could have a direct primary or indirect impact on wetlands and 

watercourses.         

 Discussion. 

 My experience tells me to be sure the process if followed the 

right way.  This is my interpretation of your regulations and the 

attorney would be best suited to further explain these things.  It 

cuts to the fact that you have potential cumulative impacts that are 

not being considered here because you are only looking at a portion of 

potential development on the site. 
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 Under the intervention statute, that under another statute and 

you don’t have all your cumulative impacts to look at under this 

property. 

 Also interesting from your own regulations it says this is under 

your consideration under a finding of no feasible and prudent 

alternative, please refer to Sub Section 6.  (Read sub section 6)  

This is saying you have to be careful not to be approving one activity 

which could potentially in the future have an impact on wetlands and 

watercourses. 

 I would like to tell you there is another potential impact, if 

not a probable impact, that’s being proposed here but you do not see 

it and it has not been listed as one.  If you look at your plans, you 

will see the drainage for the road, there is one very large detention 

basin proposed along the eastern property boundary, centrally located 

for the road and some lots immediately adjacent to it – although that 

is not clear on the application. 

 This is dug and I didn’t see any details to say this is a lined 

pond.  It is being dug 6 to 7 feet below the adjacent ground.  

Immediately to the north is a wetland.  The detention is very snug 

against the wetland boundary to the north.    The water is coming 

towards the basin.  If you go that far down next to the wetland, we 

have a dewatering effect into the wetland.  That is something for the 

applicant to scrutinize.  That is another direct impact to the 

wetlands which is not contemplated under this present application.

 Discussion. 

 Sigrun Gadwa, Director.  I walked the perimeter of the property 

in the backs of the lots, the west and south.  I got a good flavor of 

the vegetation and I could see from the mapping sources what the 

general level of the topography is.  I examined the soils map.  A 

large percentage of the uplands are moderately well-drained soils.  

The vegetation had spice bush, princess pine and various species of 

moist conditions.  Explained. 

 She spoke about the facultated wetland species growing in the 

uplands adjacent to the wetlands which are scattered around the site 

with one large central one divided by the over shaded existing access 

way such they provide ecological linkage.   

 The main thrust of the assessment the applicant provided said 

that because the wetlands are small and isolated, their functional 

level is low.  When you have low functioning wetlands it is perfectly 

understandable at times to be willing to approve smaller upland review 
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areas and more impacts.  But in fact, these scattered wetlands and the 

large central one are integrated by the unifying moisture regime. 

 She spoke about the wildlife reports she got from the interviews 

held with various neighbors.  She spoke about being co-chair of the 

QRWA’s turtle crossing program regarding wood turtle and eastern box 

turtles.            

 Explained. 

 The neighbors to the north have for years every spring see 

multiple eastern box turtles.  Nobody reported these to the DEEP.    

 Discussion. 

 I saw signs of palliated woodpecker when I was walking around.  I  

heard wood thrush.  These are not generally expected in a little 

woodlot surrounded by residential homes.  I looked closer at the 

Google maps aerial photograph going all the way down past Burritt 

Street and we have one contiguous wildlife corridor, quite a broad 

one,  several hundred acres.        

 Explained.   

 The habitat is ideal in this area.  It’s a mix of the moist 

deciduous forest and they are very sensitive to desiccation.  They are 

aquatic turtles and not tortoises.  Explained they like edges with a 

combination of field for places to bask and insect resources in the 

field and forest. 

  The other species I was excited to hear about was the brown 

thrasher.  They took like the edges, combination of field and forest 

and the isolation. 

 She spoke of the effectiveness of the fence along I-84. 

 There is a whole suite of other species:  coyotes, bats, foxes, 

et cetera. 

 The Chair asked if the species in the report were ones she 

identified and referenced as to the natural diversity database.  

 Discussion. 

 Ms. Gadwa noted this is pertinent because if there are state 

listed species, the Army Corp has to review it and one needs to look 

differently at the wetlands.  Wetland buffer areas and the edges of 

wetlands were discussed as being used by eastern box turtles.   

 The Chair asked, as an intervenor, what studies, if we continue 

this public hearing, would be done by the interveners and experts so 

that you could come back to us with your assessment of the wildlife 
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habitat and the species and the populations you are indicating that 

are out there now. 

 Ms. Gadwa said they are requesting access to the site.  For a 

better assessment, we are requesting access to the site.   

 Discussion. 

 As an intervenor, the scope of consideration is widened.  It’s 

not just the wetlands.  The significant of adverse impacts to wetlands 

--- the bar is increased.  The functional value is increased when a 

particularly diverse population is observed.    

 Discussion. 

 The removal of trees and vegetation increases the threat to 

aquatic life.          

 Discussion. 

 Discussion of the intervenor status as it relates to impacts and 

assessments of the inland wetlands and watercourses between the Chair 

and Ms. Gadwa. 

 Mr. Lavallee stated for the record we do have revised plans which 

show a liner for the pond. 

 Ms. Gadwa continued to outline impacts to the area.  There are 

alternatives to the central roadway which would leave larger areas of 

open space and reduce the impacts to wetlands and leave better 

contiguity and you are obligated to look at and consider those 

alternatives under the intervention.      

 Discussion. 

 The Chair asked if she was going to come back to the commission 

with a report regarding the issues she talked about tonight.   Ms. 

Gadwa pointed out many are in the report.  She would do a more 

complete functional analysis, too. 

 Attorney Morrocco said what is needed is an alternative analysis, 

but to properly do that we will need permission to walk the property.  

Maybe the commission can bear upon the applicant to allow our experts 

to walk the property and do a thorough analysis of the entire piece to 

see its impact. 

 You are limited by saying there are only three areas of wetlands.  

It took a resident to point out there was a vernal pool, noted 

Attorney Morrocco.  If there was a thorough examination of that 

property by the soil scientist retained by the developer it would take 

a blind squirrel not to notice the vernal pool.  That’s what bothers 

us and why we think a thorough examination of the entire parcel is 
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necessary.          

 Discussion. 

 He explained this is piecemeal and like having only one piece of 

the puzzle when we need to see the entire picture, puzzle. 

 You are going to need the Army Corp of Engineers to see the whole 

picture of this Category 2 permit.   

 Doing it piecemeal does an injustice to the residents, the town 

as well as the applicant. 

 Our experts are saying these maps are not complete.  More 

information needs to be developed and more permits may have to be 

obtained from outside agencies.  Further work from the conservation 

aspect needs to be done.  The species are there.  There could be 

viable alternatives.  That has to be explored. 

 We have issues concerning disrupting the pollutants in the 

ground.  One resident did a fantastic job on doing a report.  And, his 

interpretation from the public records where this leads.  All this 

drainage and wetland area is going to the Quinnipiac River. If there 

are pollutants we don’t want to see them going right down to the 

river?   We have an obligation to protect that.      

 Discussion. 

 Frank Punzo, 170 Wonx Spring Road.  I have no credentials to 

speak of. I’m going to talk to you from a common sense standpoint as a 

concerned resident. 

 He entered into the record: 

 - Copy of a report he’s going to talk through and 

 - A Google picture which shows the flow of the water to the 

Quinnipiac River. 

 We feel this is too risky for the town to take on because 

 - We feel that it opens up the town for lawsuits from 

residents as many of us have wells and get basement water and should 

those start to test positive for vocs. 

 - We feel it opens up the town for lawsuits from down 

gradient properties should the vocs flow off site which seems to be a 

very real possibility. 
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 - We feel it opens up the town for lawsuits should water 

levels in our basements rise as a result of the development and cause 

damage. 

 Digging and construction for the proposed road goes right through 

two active plumes where vocs are still present above surface water 

protection criteria and residential volatilization criteria. 

 Paving and drainage basins, swales and runoff may change natural 

flow of groundwater increasing risk of toxins flowing offsite. 

 He expounded on why it is too risky for the town.  After the 

development is done, the Wonk Road Partnership may be dissolved.  Who 

is responsible for the toxins and issues once that happens? 

 After that who is responsible for the basement flooding as a 

result of the development should it occur? 

 Who is responsible for the vocs that have appeared on properties 

down gradient should that occur? 

 That’s why I think it’s too risky for the town. 

 Discussed the toxins still on site and is clear in the reports.  

Evidence from the final Camp, Dresser & McKee Report states that there 

are vocs in overburden groundwater and bedrock water, over surface 

water protection criteria and residential volatilization criteria.  No 

other monitoring or analysis has been done since that report. 

 He explained the next page in the report shows the release areas.  

That’s included because it covers a pretty good portion of the site.  

He touched on the four release areas on the sites one by one. 

 In conclusion, we feel it is too risky for the town to allow this 

development and the application should be denied in our opinion.  Read 

reasons directly from the report. 

 Appendix A goes through the method for determining bedrock 

elevations.  Explained. 

 The next pages shows evidence from the report you all have from 

Geo Environmental Consultants where they show elevation. 

 The second to the last page shows basically the bedrock at my 

property is 17’ below surface and bedrock at the recovery trench is 

10’.  So the delta is 4’ and the bedrock at my property is 4’ lower. 

That raises a concern for me, obviously. 
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 That’s all I have to present.  Thank you for listening and your 

consideration. 

 Shawn Trombley, 131 Wonx Spring Road.  I want to commend Frank 

for the work he has done and for our committee for getting together 

and getting as much information as we could.  I do agree there should 

be a continuance so we can continue to gather information.  It seems 

some has been left out or even impartial parties.   

 I do agree to have another site walk possibly with the commission 

and experts as well so we can fully evaluate the property and what we 

have there and the potential for the vocs that are still there. 

 Hopefully, you’ll continue this and we’ll have resolution. 

 The last time the meeting occurred, I wanted to have rebuttal.  

Is there going to be a rebuttal after Mr. Giudice?  I don’t want our 

portion to be closed and we have additional questions that they 

brought to light and we can’t ask them. 

 Plenty of people feel the same way and I speak for a number of 

residents. 

 Kristen Keska, 149 Wonx Spring Road.  Last meeting, the fact that 

it was brought up as to whether or not the company had any goals for 

plans to go to the State DEEP and ask them with a presentation of 

their whole project.  The response was we didn’t have to do that as 

this is not the step.   

 We have a compromise.  They have mentioned the Army Corp of 

Engineers.  What’s the worst thing about having them present their 

plan?  The Corp could say this is not an issue, its Level 1-A or they 

can say this is not enough.  That takes it out of your hands.  I am 

recommending you tell them to go to the Army Corp of Engineers and see 

what they say. 

 Thank you. 

 Mr. Lavallee advised if the commission decides to keep the 

hearing open, we will need an extension request from the applicant. 

 Mr. Giudice asked for a five minute recess to discuss today’s 

testimony.  The Chair granted a recess. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 8:10 o’clock, p.m.) 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was resumed at 8:20 o’clock, p.m.) 
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THERESA ALBANESE, resuming the Chair: 

 Stephen Giudice, representing the applicant, addressed the 

commission.  He explained a map showing the looping of the road.  We 

designed this road over the existing road there to minimize impacts to 

wetlands.  To loop the road would create more impacts.   

 He showed an aerial photo showing the developed property from 

1991.  It shows the building and parking lot.  The drive coming in 

from Wonx Spring Road which is still there. 

 The comments that the plans are incomplete, it’s kind of tough.  

We’ve been through this process with this commission on numerous 

industrial sites.  In the past we didn’t propose any layouts for 

sites.  The commission decided on the BJs site they wanted to see a 

conceptual.  Then came the Carpenter site and we followed the same 

procedure going to the Army Corp of Engineers with that application.  

We had favorable results.  That’s the reason for taking this approach 

with this application. 

 This is a concept and to suggest we need to do a complete design 

build out at this stage --- we don’t believe we do and if we need to 

come back before the commission, then we will.  It’s our decision.  We 

believe this is the way this has been handled in the past successfully 

with the commission, DEEP and Army Corp.  We’ll continue at our risk. 

 As part of our plans we state we will obtain the necessary state 

and federal permits and Army Corp and DEEP is always part of that.  

This requires the commissioner of the DEEP to review our developed 

plans for the sites and each lot will come back before this commission 

for consideration.  We typically don’t have additional impacts unless 

there are extenuating circumstances.   

 I understand the neighborhood concerns.  Our position is that if 

you were to grant intervenor status to Attorney Morrocco that there is 

no reason to keep the public hearing open.  We can close it and 

continue forward with the interveners submitting documentation and 

reviewing each other’s submitted information moving forward. 

 Lastly, is just walking the property.  The applicant is a 

friendly, neighborly guy.  We invited all the residents to the site 

walk.  We had two site walks on this property.  However, he’s not 

feeling very neighborly and we are not proposing to allow any more 

trespassing on the property at this time. 

 Thank you. 
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 The Chair asked for folks speaking against the application 

previously.  Now I am asking for those speaking in favor of the 

application. 

 (No response) 

 

 The Chair advised the IW Agency is going to pursue a Connecticut 

Environmental Review Team  -- Kingsmark – having them prepare a report 

and investigate the property.  That would fall into a time period that 

would need to have the applicant grant a 65 day extension to allow the 

report to be received and the process to go forward.  

 Discussion of the timeframe required. 

 (Pause, pause) 

 Mr. Giudice, after speaking with his client, advised they would 

be willing to grant a 35 day extension and revisit this at the next 

meeting and hopefully you will have a time period for receiving the 

report. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to grant a 35 day extension on IW 1210. 

Mr. Sullivan seconded. Motion passed 6 to 0. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to adjourn this portion of the public 

hearing which Ms. Etter seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a 

voice vote. 

 (The public hearing portion of the meeting was adjourned at 8:30 

o’clock, p.m.) 
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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Thursday, July 11, 2013 

7:00 PM – Town Council Chambers 

75 Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

 

MINUTES 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on 

Thursday, July 11, 2013.  Chairperson Theresa Albanese called the 

meeting to order at 8:30 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 

 

 James Sullivan, Chris Borowy, Greg Ali, William Camp & Mary Etter 

  

 Gerard Bernier, Alternate Commissioner 

 

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 

  

  Absent: Jeff Crown, Commissioner 

   Richard Post, Alternate Commissioner 

        

  The Chair seated Alternate Commissioner Bernier for Commissioner 

Crown. A quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

THERESA ALBANESE, Chair, presiding: 

Approval of Minutes – June 6
th
, 2013  

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to approve the Minutes as presented.  

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

   On site – June 25
th
. 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to accept the Minutes for the June 25
th
 

meeting on site meeting.   Mr. Ali seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 



15 
 

5. Reports of Public, Press and Ex-Officio Members regarding items 

scheduled for action. 

 No response. 

 

6. Items from the Public Hearing: 

 A. MAP AMENDMENT #145  - Application of David and Branda 

Martins seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to 

reflect the findings of Soil Scientist Ed Pawlack.  Property located 

at 28 Steeplechase Drive, Assessor’s Map 056, Parcel 046. 

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

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 

 

 

 B. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING – IW #1210  - Application of 

Wonk Spring Partnership, LLC seeking to disturb 3,185 sf of wetlands 

for the purpose of constructing a 9 lot industrial subdivision roadway 

and storm water quality/management system for property located on Wonx 

Spring Road, Assessor’s Map 062, Parcel 142. 

 The Chair asked Mr. Giudice about the liner and changes to the 

plans.  Mr. Giudice explained there was a modification to the 

detention basin detail.  One of the concerns was about ground water 

leaching or bleeding out.  So our proposal was to install a waterproof 

liner, impermeable.       

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Giudice noted since they have received comments from the 

Ass’t Town Engineer and we’ll be addressing those comments. 

 Mr. Lavallee said during this portion of the agenda, comments 

should be limited.  Certainly those items can be addressed easily. 

 Mr. Camp made a motion to table which Mr. Borowy seconded.  

Motion passed 7 to 0. 
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7. Inland Wetland/Floodplain Filling applications 

 A. 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. 

 Item has been withdrawn. 

 

 B. 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 Road – Assessor’s Map 029, Parcel 068. 

 Item has been withdrawn. 

 

 C. Information:  IW #1214/FF #238 – Application of Dan Larsen 

seeking to construct a bridge to connect the East and West sides of 

the Forestville fishing Club property.  Property located off of 

Churchill Street, below the eight Mile River Dam. 

 Mr. Lavallee said this is a bridge.  I don’t think it would 

support a truck or car but I think it’s more for ATV use.  

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to table IW 1214 and FF 238.   Ms. 

Etter seconded. Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for July 15, 2013. 

 

8. Communications 

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

items other than those scheduled for action. 

 No response. 

  

9. Conservation issues/Unfinished business/Miscellaneous 

 - Show Cause Hearing – Burritt Street Parcels across from 

Anne Road 
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 Mr. Lavallee advised keeping this open.   We didn’t schedule an 

executive session for this but there is other options that the 

application is exploring.  As part of restoration of the site, the 

show cause hearing is still open.  He may have to file another 

application to do the restoration work within the floodplain and the 

upland review area.  We’ll know more within two weeks. 

 I can certain executive session to the site walk meeting and we 

can discuss it then. 

 Mr. Sullivan brought up Spring Lake Village.  Some might have 

gotten messages as I did from the desk sergeant at the SPD.  It was a 

wetland issue.  I deferred him to Dave.  One of the residents at 

Spring Lake Village had noticed some discoloration in the water. 

 Mr. Lavallee said there was some discoloration in the water 

entering the pond.  Aesthetic.  Jim called me which is the right thing 

to do.  I talked to Jim and he said he would look at it as I am out of 

town.  He didn’t find anything leaving the site.  They thought maybe 

the DePaolo Middle School which is undergoing major renovations.  

There is no piping that leads from there across.  The stream goes 

behind Memorial Park and just before the dog pound it crosses the 

street and goes behind Evergreen.  Then it kind of parallels the road 

and crosses Pleasant Street to Spring Lake.  Not a lot of activity 

that day.   Mr. Sullivan did a couple of loops in his truck and then 

went over to Spring Lake.  By that time it kind of had cleaned itself 

or stopped.  Mr. Lavallee said he had them put silt sacks in the basin 

around the pond.        

 Discussion. 

  

Adjournment: 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to adjourn which was seconded by Ms. 

Etter.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon the meeting was adjourned at 8:50 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

  

 

  

 


