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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Continued Public Hearing  

Thursday, October 3rd, 2013 

7:00 PM – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

 

MINUTES 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a continued public 

hearing meeting on Thursday, October 3rd, 2013. Vice Chairperson James 

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

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 

 

 Chris Borowy, William Camp, Jeff Crown, Greg Ali & Mary Etter 

  

 Alternates:   Gerald Bernier & John Stillacci 

 

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

  

  Absent: Theresa Albanese, Chair 

     

     

  A quorum was determined. 

 

JAMES SULLIVAN, Vice Chair, presiding: 

 

Continued Public Hearing Items: 

 A. Map Amendment #146 – Application of Nicola and Celina 

DeGregorio seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to 

reflect the findings of Soil Scientist Roy Shook, Jr. Property located 

at 172 Wedgewood Road. 

 Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & Associates represented 

the applicants.  The property is located at 172 Wedgewood Road. It is 

a lot of record of Wild Oak Ridge Subdivision Section 3 which was done 

in the 80’. 

 The soils were identified and a report was submitted.  There was 

an onsite visit and we can testify that we located the flags with 

transit and plotted them on the map.  They’re accurately located. 

 The soils are Wilbraham soils 0-3% slope going from east to west 

except the little pocket of wetlands which is located on the gas line 

easement. 
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 Any questions, I will be glad to answer. 

 Mr. Camp made a motion to close the public hearing.  Ms. Etter 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 B. Map Amendment #147 - Application of Lovley Development, 

Inc. seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect 

the findings of Soil Scientist David Lord.  Property located at 300 

Welch Road and West Street. 

 Andrew Quirk, Professional Engineer and Principle with Kratzert, 

Jones represented the application. 

 The property is located along Welch Road, Pine Valley Golf Course 

and the wetlands have been located by David Lord of Soil Resource 

Consultants as shown with the submitted report and mapping before you. 

 Kratzert, Jones & Associates located the wetland flags and 

plotted on the mapping before you. 

 We had a site walk and this is the map that was used for the site 

walk.  It shows the town wetlands line in the white dashed line and 

the field delineated are with the flag numbers. Anywhere there is a 

change there is an “x” through the town mapped line. 

 David Lord is here if there are questions or if there is anything 

I can answer at this time, we’ll be glad to do so. 

(Those in favor of the map amendment) 

 None 

(Those opposed to the map amendment) 

 None. 

 Mr.  Borowy made a motion to close the public hearing portion of 

MA #147.  Mr. Camp seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote. 

 (The public hearing was concluded at 7:06 o’clock, p.m.) 
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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

Regular Meeting  

Thursday, October 3rd, 2013 

Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 

 

MINUTES 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on 

Thursday, October 3rd, 2013. Vice Chairperson James Sullivan called 

the meeting to order at 7:06 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 

 

 Chris Borowy, William Camp, Jeff Crown, Greg Ali & Mary Etter 

  

 Alternates:   Gerald Bernier & John Stillacci 

 

 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

  

  Absent: Theresa Albanese, Chair * (Arrived at 7:22 p.m.) 

     

     

  A quorum was determined. 

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by 

everyone in attendance. 

 Approval of Minutes: 

  September 5
th
, 2013 Regular Meeting Minutes 

   Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve the Minutes as 

presented.  Mr. Camp seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote. 

  September 19
th
, 2013 Special On Site Minutes 

   Ms. Etter so moved the motion for approval.  Mr. Camp 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

JAMES SULLIVAN, Vice Chair, presiding: 

 

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

scheduled for action. 
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 Frank Punzo, 170 Wonx Spring Road.  I’m speaking in direct 

rebuttal to the special meeting that took place on the Wonx Spring 

Road 9-lot Industrial Subdivision. 

 Mr. Lavallee said he could speak, but whatever is stated won’t be 

part of the public hearing and won’t be up for consideration as part 

of the decision when a decision is reached.   The public hearing is 

closed and no further entrance of records to the record. 

 Mr. Punzo stated the Madam Commissioner stated at the end of the 

last meeting I would be able to speak. I was denied the ability to 

speak at the end of the last meeting. As an intervener I have every 

legal right to rebut the testimony and cross examine speakers that the 

applicant brings forward. 

 Mr. Lavallee responded the Minutes will reflect the statement by 

Mr. Punzo.  I did confer with the town attorney and he has stated 

there is no mechanism to enter anything into the record for the public 

hearing. 

 Mr. Punzo stated he disapproved of that and it is feeling that it 

is not correct and not legal.  I’ll continue. 

 First, he rebutted the testimony of Jeff Gworek.  I do have 

something to submit to the record but apparently I won’t be able to 

submit to the record. 

 He rebutted the statement of not seeing reports showing toxins 

have made it off the property as he has a report showing toxins have 

in fact made it off the property.  He stated his well report will show 

a health risk and grounds for a lawsuit.        

 Discussion of his well testing report. 

 There is no doubt if you build a road, pave, put in drainage 

basins and remove wetlands and trees that you will put the neighboring 

residents at risk.  If you approve this, you do so knowing you are 

putting the residents at risk, the people you are charged with 

protecting at a health and welfare risk. You have more than enough 

legal basis for denying this application. We hope you do the right 

thing. 

 He rebutted the testimony of Tom Pietras as well as Mr. Giudice 

regarding their downplaying the size, amount and importance of 

wetlands on the site.   Our experts disagree with these two 

gentlemen’s opinion.  The unbiased third party review team also 

disagrees. 

 He stated he had evidence that subsequent lots cannot be 

developed without impacting additional wetlands.  I would’ve submitted 

two pictures of a potential vernal pool we found on the property today 

that is not delineated as a wetland in any way.  Explained it is in 

the far northwest corner of the property. 
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 This area was not reviewed in the wetland application.  This 

proves the review and delineation of the wetlands was not adequate. 

 Discussion. 

 Thirdly, I’d raise an issue with the proceeding itself that I was 

denied the opportunity to be heard at the last meeting.  I am an 

intervener and he explained his rights as such. 

 As to the wildlife biologist’s letter submitted to the record, at 

the last meeting, I did have rebuttal.  Explained his disagreement 

with her letter.  The applicant then had three speakers speak.  As an 

interior I have a right to rebut that testimony.   Explained his 

rights as an intervener.          

  Discussion. 

 The eastern box turtle submission was discussed. 

 Mr. Giudice stated they were upfront and complete with their 

presentation.   Then why were our experts denied access to the 

property?           

 Discussion. 

 He stated the reasons why he felt the plans were not complete. 

 He noted the CERT Team’s report and the issues they raised. 

 Discussion of Mr. Rozinsky’s participation as a member of the 

CERT Team. 

 This is not the same type of application that has come before 

this board before and this property is wrought with issues:  toxic, 

wetland, ecological and otherwise.  If this roadway and storm water 

management application is approved, it will negatively impact the 

wetlands and put the neighboring residents at risk.  It will impact 

the ecology and it will pollute the wetlands and the Quinnipiac River.  

The same process as followed in the past should not apply to this 

application with this level of environmental, health, safety and 

ecological issues.         

 Discussion. 

 The eastern box turtle was discussed again along with the report 

submitted by the residents’ expert.  The CERT Team’s inclusion of the 

eastern box turtle in their report was also discussed.   

 George Logan’s credentials were discussed. 

 George Titus’s credentials were discussed. 

 (Chairman Theresa Albanese entered the meeting.) 

 (Vice Chair Sullivan seated Theresa Albanese.) 
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THERESA ALBANESE, assumed the Chair: 

 Mr. Punzo continued his remarks. 

 Offsite vernal pool on the western edge of the property was 

brought up and discussed by Mr. Punzo. 

 Mr. Punzo commented as to why he felt the applicant’s plans were 

not complete. 

 Mr. Punzo reviewed the items that are up for consideration with 

this application and why he disagreed. 

 The third party review report was discussed by Mr. Punzo. 

 He quoted from the town’s IW and Watercourses Regulations, 

Section 7, Decision Procedure.   He then cited the evidence the 

residents have presented which is plenty of legal standing to deny 

this application. 

 He then quoted directly from the 2004 Amendment to the 

Connecticut IW & Watercourses Act.  Public Act No 4-209.  He then 

cited the evidence the residents have presented regarding this which 

is plenty of legal standing to deny this application. 

 We, the citizens of the state, are asking for your protection.  

We are asking you to protect our wetland, keep safe the habitat that 

so heavily relies on them.  We are asking you to protect us. Our 

health, safety and well being are at stake.  You have more than enough 

legal basis to deny this application.  We are asking you to do the 

right thing.  We have confidence that you will. 

 Thank you. 

 Mr. Lavallee reminded everyone that the same standard applies as 

stated before the first speaker. 

 

 Stewart Estra, 55 Wonx Spring Road.  Very upset about the whole 

process.           

 Discussion. 

   He explained intervener status to the commission.  And why this 

process followed was not fair to the intervener.     

 Discussion. 

 I disagree with the whole process.  It is unfair.  Explained the 

CERT Team individual “thrown under the bus” should be allowed to come 

back and respond to what was said. 

 Thank you. 
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6. Items from the Public Hearing/Previous Hearing: 

 A. Map Amendment #146 – Application of Nicola and Celina 

DeGregorio seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to 

reflect the findings of Soil Scientist Roy Shook, Jr. Property located 

at 172 Wedgewood Road. 

 The Chair stated she was onsite and had no issues with the 

amended map. 

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to approve MA #146.  Mr. Camp 

seconded.  Motion passed 7 to 7 on a roll call vote. 

 

 B. Map Amendment #147 - Application of Lovley Development, 

Inc. seeking to amend the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect 

the findings of Soil Scientist David Lord.  Property located at 300 

Welch Road and West Street. 

 Mr. Camp made a motion to approve MA #147.  Mr. Sullivan 

seconded.  Motion passed 7 to 0 on a roll call vote.  

 

 C. 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. 

 Mr. Lavallee said the application states it is for a certain 

amount of fill which is 3,185 sf.  But the actual total disturbance is 

a reduction and the amount is 2,460 sf. 

 Mr. Giudice indicted the applicant had no further comments. 

 The Chair commented that she should like to move forward and 

approve IW #1210. Her reasons are that she has personally reviewed 

every correspondence, CERT Reports, all reports submitted by the 

intervener, everything on record to the best of her ability. She 

reviewed it look at it from a standpoint as a commissioner and looking 

at it regarding the IW regulations. 

 When we need to make decisions on applications, we have to 

certain criteria which is in our regulations.  I do believe that the 

best and prudent feasible application that was made before us with the 

applicant utilizing the existing road for this particular application. 

 The existing road was utilized as part of the application.  

That’s the main focus of it for the road not to come another part of 
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the property and access the property and disturb significantly more 

wetlands or more upland review area. 

 I do not believe that there was enough evidence presented or 

factual facts regarding the impacts to the wetland areas and to the 

resources associated with the wetlands. 

 I didn’t see anything presented regarding reversible or long 

terms impacts.  Nothing was provided as evidence regarding those 

impacts on the 2,460 sf of wetlands. 

 I think what everybody knows is that we’re an IW agency. We are 

here to not protect the people against safety issues, not instill 

zoning parameters.  We have to look at the application that way it is 

presented to us. 

 We look at it and ask if there are significant impacts occurring 

here.  No, there are not, in my understanding.  I’m a professional 

wetland scientist and I’ve worked on many sites with acres and acres 

of property and the wetland areas not affected.  Every site is case by 

case. 

 In this situation I don’t see there being significant impacts on 

the resources.  That’s from my review and understanding of the 

application and the information presented here. 

 Mr. Sullivan stated he had a chance to read everything, as well.  

There was a lot of data.  We need to focus on the data and facts 

submitted.    

 The report submitted by the CERT Team did make some comments on 

both sides. They made some constructive comments with moving forward 

with the project as well as some concerns which again were reviewed 

and taken into consideration. 

 Even though we’re not voting on the next step, it appears that 

the DEEP will be closely monitoring any future plans.  That gives me a 

degree of confidence this will be scrutinized very closely and 

concerns of the residents will be looked at. 

 Ms. Etter clarified.  Her understanding is that any of the nine 

lots as they get developed, their specific impact to the wetlands 

would then also come to us and we would have a similar process with 

the public hearings and folks could have the same opportunity for 

those specific plans for those specific lots.  Right now we are 

focusing on the road. 

 Mr. Lavallee said if the wetland impacts were significant, there 

would be a public hearing after the wetland review.  You will see a 

majority of them.  We will review under site plan even if it’s not 

through a wetland that I will review. 

 Mr. Borowy offered the following comments: 
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 Clearly, there is a lot of public sensitivity to this 

application. 

 Whatever our decision, we need to be clear in our decision-making 

not just for all of the interested parties but also to document a 

clear legal record. 

 I’d like to start out saying that Southington’s Inland Waters and 

Watercourses and Conservation Commission has a very limited charge in 

its area of jurisdiction, the limits of which are defined by State and 

Southington regulations. 

 The Wonx Spring application for a proposed industrial activity, 

to be located within an industrial zone, with minimal proposed impact 

to the wetlands and watercourses regulated by this Commission. 

 This commission must acknowledge the current, already developed 

state of the driveway that is the core of this application before us 

for this proposal.  And, which therefore, precludes any serious 

consideration being given to any alternate roadway proposal. 

 Regarding the nine lots, as just discussed, each lot has to be 

pursued by the applicant for development with a full technical review 

by this commission and the possibility of a public hearing.   

 This is how such subdivisions have been managed by our town and 

this Commission to date.  This approach has worked for these 

subdivision applications and also by this applicant’s engineer in 

previous application at Southington’s Industrial Drive and Triano 

Drive sites. 

 Regarding the site’s chemical contamination, the application has 

adopted into his application the suggestion made in the course of this 

commission’s hearings to add a liner beneath the detention pond in 

order to eliminate a potential source of groundwater influent from the 

sites’ storm water collection which accelerate or otherwise upset the 

groundwater’s ongoing, natural remediation.  The applicant has also 

adopted the other recommendations offered by the Assistant Town 

Planner in his pre approval checklist. 

 The Mark Resource Conservation and Development Area Council’s 

Environmental Review Team or “CERT report” has been cited as a 

technical resource in the course of this site’s public hearings.  It 

must be noted that this report is not necessarily definitive either in 

its observations and interpretations or in presenting any particular 

path forward for the site.  While there may be legitimate techniques 

that might be employed at the site to offer additional or different 

variations of environmental protection, many of these suggestions are 

not allowable because the town’s existing regulations and our best 

management practices for ZIRO requirements. 

 This application has been reviewed and approved by the available 

technical personnel and departments of the Town of Southington.  If 
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this particular limited application is approved by this commission, 

the applicant may need to pursue and obtain the following as 

appropriate prior to any proposed development: 

 1. A Southington Planning & Zoning Commission approval. 

 2. Approval from Connecticut DEEP for activity affecting the 

environmental use restriction that is currently limiting site 

development. 

 3. A general permit from the Connecticut DEEP for storm water 

protection. 

 4. A permit by the United States Army Corp of Engineers. 

 5. As we’ve said, individual lo applications and approvals 

from this commission will be needed for any additional proposed 

activities. 

 Given our review of the very limited proposed activity associated 

with the application in front of us, and this commission’s limited 

scope of review, I would move that this commission approve this 

application. 

 Mr. Ali stated he has reviewed all of the correspondence and can 

make a decision at this time presented on all materials presented.  

However, I would like to abstain from voting for very personal 

reasons. 

 The Chair stated that if this is put up for action, she would 

like a conservation easement stipulation on all the wetland areas.  At 

this point it is just for this potential location in the road.  If the 

applicant’s agent comes before us for each site plan application and 

if there are wetlands associated with those lots and site plans, I can 

almost guarantee that we will also request the same thing going 

forward.  It is very important that we indicate there is a 

conservation easement put on the wetlands so there is nothing comes 

forward --- the road doesn’t get improved or changed any more 

different than the application before us now. 

 Mr. Lavallee said the easement needs to be defined.  If it is the 

wetland complex that’s bifurcated by the pipe and the road.  The Chair 

clarified the whole northern part of the wetlands.  Lots, 1, 2, on the 

eastern side and Lots 6, 7 and 8 on the western side as the road 

extends up to the cul de sac.    

 Mr. Borowy concurred with the suggestion and asked that his 

motion be revised to include that stipulation. 

 Mr. Sullivan seconded the motion with the stipulations. 

 Mr. Crown advised he will be abstaining on this motion, also. 
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 Roll Call:  Crown:  Abstain 

    Etter:  Yes 

    Camp:   No 

    Borowy:  Yes 

    Sullivan:  Yes 

    Albanese:  Yes 

 

 Motion passes 4 to 1 to 2 abstentions. 

 

7. Inland Wetland/Floodplain Filling Applications: 

 A. Information/Action:  IW #1215 – Application of Nicola and 

Celina DeGregorio seeking to fill and grade within the upland review 

area for grading associated with a new home.  Property located at 172 

Wedgewood Road. 

 Mr. Bovino represented the applicant.  This property is a lot of 

record approved in the 1980’s.   It has a small pocket of wetlands 

over the gas easement and little bit east of the easement that’s on 

your maps.  The proposed house is to the west of the easement.  The 

location is dictated by the various setback requirements dictated by 

zoning and by the gas line easement itself.   

 No wetlands impact is proposed, however we are proposing a small 

buffer clearing to generate a small back yard. 

 The gas company has the right to clear this easement.  Currently 

it is overgrown and there is some debris in the easement.   

 The drainage is directed toward the street, the same existing 

condition on the property.  The drainage goes east to west except 

immediately around the pocket of wetland.   We are not changing that 

drainage pattern. 

 The lot is served by public water and sewer. 

 We received and addressed staff comments. 

 The appropriate E & S control notes are called for on the plans.  

We are showing the limits of impact in the buffer by installing 

boulders and we call for wetland shrub plantings instead of trees.  

Trees were falling inside the easement.  The actual line is in the 

center of the easement and if they have to go to the west, they can 

move the boulders and put them back.   Or we could add signage if you 

prefer.  The applicant is willing to clean up the wetland area.  

 Discussion. 

 Maintenance by the gas company of the easement was extensively 

discussed. 
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 Discussion of the type of shrubs proposed.   The Chair objected 

to the American Cranberry and suggested a spice bush.  Mr. Bovino said 

they will plant whatever staff prefers.      

 Discussion. 

 The grading limits were discussed. 

 The boulders and shrubs were discussed.  It was decided to move 

the boulders.  Mr. Bovino suggested a stipulation they would revise 

the maps and submit them to staff.  They would move the line of 

boulders and shrubs to right at the edge of the easement.  

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lavallee suggested making that conditional upon the approval 

by the gas company.  And, we should mention removal of the old 

railroad ties in the easement and debris.   The homeowner has the 

choice to either move the proposed planting and boulders to the edge 

of the easement or seek approval by the gas company and provide that 

to staff before getting a permit. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve IW 1215 as presented with the 

stipulations regarding the homeowner moving the boulders and 

shrubs/trees to outside the easement or pursuing and obtaining an 

approval from the gas company and presenting the approval to the 

assistant town planner and also the removal of debris within that 

easement.       

 Mr. Sullivan seconded.  

 Motion passed 7 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 B. Information:  IW #1219 – Application of Blocher Family 

Realty, LLC seeking to disturb wetlands, floodplain and upland review 

area for the construction of a 20 lot subdivision including site 

utilities at the end of Steeplechase Drive. 

 Mr. Crown disclosed that he represented the brother of the 

applicants in a trust litigation which is not germane to this 

proceeding.  The Chair saw no reason for him to recuse himself.   Mr. 

Giudice said he had no objections. 

 Stephen Giudice, representing the applicant.   This is 

application is for a 45.9 acre parcel of property known as Map 56, 

Parcel 42.  It’s R-2/25 zone, residential.  It is at the terminus of 

Steeple Chase Drive, a temporary cul de sac.  We have some frontage of 

Meriden Avenue but it is not accessible due to the wetlands on site. 

 The proposal is for a subdivision of 20 lots.   
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 The property is serviced by public water and sewer.  The 

topography slopes gradually east to west to Steeple Chase Drive and 

then down towards Misery Brook. 

 There are no structures existing on site.   

 A couple of sections of storm drainage were proposed to be 

eliminated and we’ll connect into the new system which will follow the 

roadway. 

 This property was difficult from a wetland flagging point.    

There are approximately 29.7 acres of wetlands on the property. 

 All proposed 20 lots will be serviced by public water and sewer. 

 Steeple Chase Drive will be extended into a permanent cul de sac. 

 Wetland impacts were shown and discussed.  A temporary impact for 

the sewer connection was noted and explained.       

 Discussion. 

 Two detention basins were explained.  We are making modifications 

to the two basins per the comments we received from staff. 

 A large portion of open space is proposed to be deeded to the 

town.  Further information on that will be provided to the commission.   

 Discussion. 

 Total wetland disturbance is .96 acres. 

 Mr. Giudice stated he filled out a map amendment application for 

this application and it didn’t get to staff.  We will submit that 

tomorrow.  We’ll hopefully be able to have the public hearing on that 

at the next meeting. 

 David Lord is the soil scientist and he is here to give you a 

brief overview of what he found on the site. 

 He gave a brief review of the report he submitted which on file 

in the town planner’s office.  He did not see any evidence of any 

vernal pools on site.         

 Discussion.   

 The Chair asked if this was a build out.  Mr. Giudice said it 

was.  The Chair suggested it might be wise to come back with an 

alternative design.  Mr.  Giudice said he would provide alternative 

designs.         

 Discussion. 

 It was noted the cul de sac is a little long.  

 The proposed roadway crossing also calls for retaining walls to 

limit the wetland impact.        

 Discussion. 
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 The lots run anywhere from 22,500 sf up to 1.5 acres. 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table #1219.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for November 2, 2013.  

  

 C. Information:  IW #1220 – Application of Resource Business 

Management seeking to disturb the upland review area for activities 

associated with the redevelopment of an existing building and 

associated site. Property located at 240 Spring Street. 

 Mr. Giudice represented the applicant on this item.  This is an 

existing industrial building which is vacant and has been for quite 

some time.  It’s at 240 Spring Street.  It is a 2.29 acre of parcel 

zoned industrial. We have frontage on Spring Street and Graham Place. 

 The original use was a distribution center.  We’re proposing to 

reuse the building.  Reface the building and build out the interior.  

There are proposed 19 bowling alleys, restaurant, and bocce courts.  

Just a fun, nice place to spend the evening with family and friends. 

 We are proposing to construct a parking lot around the entire 

building.  We have an outdoor seating area for restaurant use 

proposed.  We’re proposing to take roof runoff from the building and 

infiltrate through concrete galleys.  We are collecting storm water 

from the site and we are using the pipe to store that water and meet 

ZIRO. 

 We are not proposing any direct impact to wetlands.  We do have a 

very small sliver of wetland located in the corner of our property.  

(Indicated).  We do have some area in the upland review and we are 

proposing some pavement and parking and access to the building at this 

location (indicating).   

 We talked to the neighbor who gave us permission to flag the 

wetlands along his property line so we have a clear idea of where the 

50’ review area is. 

 We did receive comments from staff and we’re in the process of 

addressing those.  We hope to have a site walk on this application, as 

well. 

 Mr. Lord also flagged he wetlands on the site if you have 

questions. 

 The Chair asked how water quality was being handled before it 

goes into the storm drain.  Mr. Giudice noted there are sumps and a 

control structure (indicated).  He will provide further information on 

the water quality. 
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 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW #1220.   Ms. Etter seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for November 9, 2013. 

 

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 from this application. 

 Show Cause Hearing – Burritt Street Parcels across from Anne Road 

  Mr. Lavallee advised he did speak with the property owner 

and he was an applicant and then he withdrew.  He will come forward 

with some new information.  He will flag the portion of the site 

adjacent to the bridge so he can seek approval for the bridge and then 

he will address the other outstanding issues in the future.  He is 

moving forward with applying for the disturbance with the bridge. 

 The area has not been flagged, yet. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee stated we did have the forester go out from UCONN to 

Crescent Lake via the open space committee.  We did do some clearing 

of the ash trees and they gave a demonstration of how you could mill 

the lumber and make boards out of it.  Students were there from the 

VoAg Center who will receive the boards and make bat houses and 

different things from them.  They are ash trees in decline. There was 

evidence of a potential emerald ash borer on site.  The suggestion was 

that if you thin out the ash, the other hardwoods will thrive. 

 There was not a wholesale plan for any of the slash to be 

enacted, yet.  There was the suggestion and request that this 

commission review the plan going forward for any crossings for the ash 

removal. That’ll have to be awarded to a licensed forester.  

 Discussion. 

  

 Site walks set for November 2, 2013. 
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10. Adjournment 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to adjourn and Ms. Etter seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:38 o’clock, p.m.) 

 


