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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 
Regular Meeting  

Thursday, May 1, 2014 
7:00 PM – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, Connecticut 
 

MINUTES 
 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a public hearing and regular meeting on 

Thursday, April 3, 2014.  Chairperson Theresa Albanese called the meeting to order at 7:00 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 
 
 Greg Ali, Chris Borowy, William Camp, Mary Etter & Jim Sullivan 
  
  
 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 
  
 
 Alternates: Gerald Bernier, Alternate 
    John Strillacci, Alternate 
  

 Absent:  Jeff Crown 

 

 The Chair seated Gerald Bernier for Jeff Crown this evening.     A quorum was determined. 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

 A. Map Amendment #149, Application of Turning Earth Central CT, LLC seeking to amend 

the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect the findings of Soil Scientist George T. Logan for 

property located at 111 Spring Street.  

 Joseph Freeman, Senior Project Manager with Tetra Tech representing Turning Earth.   We’ll be 

back before you also on our inland/wetlands application, as well.  I’d like to turn it over to George to talk 

about the wetlands map amendment and the map. 

 George Logan of RIMA Ecological Services, Manchester, CT.  For this application I am a 

registered soil scientist.  This is 111 Spring Street.  This is a 38(+/-) site.  It has both disturbed and 

undisturbed uses, both natural environments and environments that have been disturbed.  He explained 

the soil types found on site. 
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 He referred to the report dated April 17, 2014 which is on file.  This goes through the upland and 

wetland soil types found on the property and has the soil survey and it has a plan which is the wetland 

sketch map. Subsequent to this submission, we have revised the wetland map and we’ve produced a 

copy today for the commission.  The reason for that is we had to wait for several weeks during the 

growing season to assess a couple of areas which actually, while they did not have wetland soil types, 

they could be defined as being a body of water under the statute.  Explained the two areas.   

 Refer to the report for the explanation of soil types including the three predominant wetland 

soil types found on the site. 

 He noted on the map areas that pond water.  They are defined as vernal pools as noted on the 

map  in the report.           

 Discussion. 

 The Chair asked if in January and April when he did the assessment he had any problems with 

auger refusal.  Mr. Logan said surprisingly not.         

 Discussion. 

 The Chair noted it looks like a significant amount of wetlands were reduced from what was 

originally shown on the town wetland mapping in the area along the Quinnipiac River.  Mr. Logan 

explained the difference.    The Chair advised that the map submitted needs to be amended which Mr. 

Logan said he would do. 

(Those speaking in favor of the map amendment) 

 None at this time. 

(Those speaking in opposition to the map amendment) 

 None at this time. 

 

 The Chair stated that the public hearing would be continued to the site walk.   Mr. Borowy made 

a motion to continue the public hearing.  Ms. Etter seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

vote. 

 (Whereupon, the public hearing portion of the meeting was adjourned at 7:25 o’clock, p.m.) 
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REGULAR MEETING 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on Thursday, May 1, 2014.  

Chairperson Theresa Albanese called the meeting to order at 7:25 o'clock, p.m. 

 The following Councilpersons were present, viz: 
 
 Greg Ali, Chris Borowy, William Camp, Mary Etter & Jim Sullivan 
  
  
 Ex-officio members present were as follows, viz: 

 David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 
  
 
 Alternates: Gerald Bernier, Alternate 
    John Strillacci, Alternate 
  

 Absent:  Jeff Crown 

 The Chair seated Gerald Bernier for Jeff Crown this evening.     A quorum was determined. 

 

3. The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by everyone in attendance. 

 

4. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of April 3, 2014 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve as presented.  Mr. Sullivan seconded. Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

5. Reports from Public, Press and Ex-Official Members regarding items scheduled for action. 

 None this evening. 
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THERESA ALBANESE, Chair, presiding: 

6. Items from the Public Hearing: 

 A. Map Amendment: #149, Application of Turning Earth Central CT, LLC seeking to amend 

the Southington Inland Wetlands Map to reflect the findings of Soil Scientist George T. Logan for 

property located at 111 Spring Street.  

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table Map Amendment #149.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

7. Inland Wetland/Floodplain Filling Applications: 

 A. Information/Action:  IW #1223/FF #241 – Application of David Florian seeking to gain 

approval for a replacement bridge on Burritt Street, Map 29, Parcel 68 across from Anne Road. 

 Sev Bovino, Planner from Kratzert, Jones represented the applicant.  The property is located on 

the south side of Burritt Street across from Anne Road.   At the last meeting there were concerns in 

regard to the planting of Christmas Trees on this property and also nursery stock of various types.  We 

discussed those concerns with the applicant and he decided to eliminate those proposals, restore the 

area immediately south of the brook with a mixture of trees and shrubbery and additional restoration 

will take place in two separate areas identified as S-1 and S-2 on the map.     Also, the total area of 

disturbance is calculated as 2 acres which is wetlands. 

 David Lord is here tonight to explain the planting plan and the restoration plan. 

 David Lord, Professional Soil Scientist and Environmental Consultant with my company, Soil 

Resource Consultants in Meriden.  He passed around a revised plan which I hope addresses and reflects 

comments that were made the last time we were before the commission regarding what was proposed 

as far as restoration.         We’ve talked with the landowner and we formulated what we believe is a 

good attempt at restoring the vegetative cover and protection to the wetlands that were disturbed on 

the site.   And, also the entire area we are talking about this evening is an inland wetland by soil type. 

 He went through the documented dated April 30th, 2014 page by page (which is on file in the 

town planner’s office). 

 We are proposing to re-establish through transplanting of onsite tree and shrub materials 

25,000 sf of area in two sections adjacent to the watercourse channel.  He explained in the westerly 

area we are proposing to put in trees and shrubs.     The trees and shrubs along the watercourse were 

totally removed and there are a few trees along the edge of the watercourse but all other vegetation 

was removed from that section of watercourse.  We are proposing a 75 foot zone measured out from 

the watercourse channel that will be planted to native trees and shrubs to provide stabilization of the 
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area, restoration to natural native woody shrub and tree materials and importantly provide the shading 

affect to the watercourse along the northern side of those planting areas. (Planting Area A) 

 The second planting area will extend and enhance an existing zone from the watercourse out 

again a 75 foot zone of tree and shrub vegetation along this portion of the water course area.  (Planting 

Area B) 

 Mr. Lord continued to review his report page by page. 

 He noted he would go to undisturbed areas on the south of the property and mark a number of 

trees and shrub species that we are proposing to use as transplant stock moving them from their area 

within the wooded portion of the property to the two proposed planting areas.   Explained how the 

markings were done as in no way to denude the area of vegetation within the forested portions of the 

site.   The specimens are scattered throughout the entire wooded area portion of the property.  We are 

trying to utilize on site existing plant materials which have been established under similar or same soil 

conditions, moisture regime and location and use those to provide the tree and shrub plantings along 

here.   

 The red maples are not present on the site and are new plant materials from nursery stock 

introduced.   

 The plant list in all cases shows you the minimum number of trees and shrubs which will be put 

into these two planting areas either by use of onsite transport stock or the purchase of offsite nursery 

stock to meet this list in species composition, size and number.  These will go into Planting Areas A & B.   

 In Planting Area A, a good portion is bare soil. We will go in and establish a vegetative cover for 

stabilization and erosion control within Area A and seeding S-1.  Because of the activities on site there is 

very little if no ground cover vegetation.  We want to stabilize and provide a quick cover of native 

vegetation.  The seeding mixture is taken from the 2002 Connecticut Soil Erosion and Control Handbook. 

 He referred to and explained the maintenance and monitoring program.  

 At the conclusion of his report review, he asked for questions from the commission. 

 M. Borowy asked about the no-mow type seeding in the S-2 area.  Mr. Lord explained they 

would plant these and let them establish.   Some vegetation will be knee-high and some waste-high.  

They will be allowed to fully develop and establish on the site which will enhance and further the natural 

succession back to a woody, tree and shrub dominated site.       

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy endorsed the fact you are bringing in the new red cedars and the swamp white oaks 

that weren’t in the previous presentation.  Also the increase of the initial plantings from 36” for the 

trees to 48” and in some cases 6’ to 8’ for the trees.  That’s all good.  The shrub and brush size is still at 

30” and I suppose we could live with that.  I’m concerned with your statement that a lot of these 
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transplants will be from either “on site or off site”.  I don’t think we want any more stripping of the 

natural growth in the area.  I think we want everything brought in from off site.  That’s why this is an 

issue. 

 Mr. Lord explained what he has identified on the site is what he considers viable transplant 

stock and it does not have any adverse affect on the existing wooded shrub portions of the site.  

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lord explained he has identified at present 120 trees and shrubs for viable transplant 

specimens that can be taken.  This isn’t a clear-cut.  This isn’t a total removal of vegetation from a 

particular area.   Without close examination you will not be able to tell what was taken out of a 

particular area. 

 Mr. Bovino pointed out the total area of the site is 9.75 acres.  Plenty of vegetation.  Dave 

Lavallee can be part of this effort where he will be there and Dave Lord which will show which trees he 

tagged and if he feels it is inappropriate and will cause a problem, we’ll have to go somewhere else.  

Most of the area is covered by similar type of growth. 

 The Chair said her concern is in her experience that most of the wetland restoration plans she 

has done would be retaining nursery quality material and she has never worked on a project where 

we’ve transplanted vegetation and I’m wondering about the success of that.  Have you done that 

before?  Can you prove it would work?  Transplanting trees has to be done at a certain time of year and 

the survival rate is very low.  I’ve never worked on a site where you utilize a majority of plant material 

that was transplanted.    Mr. Ali agreed with that statement. 

 Mr. Lord answered in most of the mitigation plan or restoration plans he develops and design, I 

specify and state that transplant stock coming out of areas are to be used in the creation of new 

wetland areas.  It’s done on a fairly regular basis.  I don’t have a percentage on how much is successful.   

He explained the procedure he follows when transplanting stock.  He stated he feels very confident 

proposing the use of the transplants.   The commission has a threshold of 80% survival.  If the plants do 

not survive to the 80% threshold, you can specify that all replanting will be done with nursery stock.  

That can be a stipulation that gives you a level of comfort over the use of transplant stock. 

 Discussion. 

 The Chair was not happy with the size of trees proposed.  She preferred to have larger specimen 

trees and put in whips.  A lot of different things for diversity.  Shrubs are being planted at 10 to 15 feet 

intervals?  This should be clustered, more material and more naturalistic.   We want it to become a 

native, natural wetland buffer. Mr. Lord said if the commission wants diversity as to the size, we’ll work 

with you.          

 Discussion. 
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 Mr. Ali felt it was ridiculous that there was a number of trees taken out and you are going to 

grab a shovel for a seedling from the rest of the acreage to restore the area.  It didn’t make any sense to 

him and he never heard of such a thing. 

 Mr. Bovino stated that based on what he is hearing from the commission, we could stipulate a 

50/50 mix would be 50% purchased, off site stock and 50% can be taken from on site.  Dave Lord and 

Dave Lavallee can work together on looking at the species and size of the trees relocated.   

 Discussion. 

 The Chair was not happy with the tree size.  Mr. Lord said the 6 to 8 foot trees would come from 

nursery stock.  If we upgrade the size of other species to 6 to 8 feet and whatever size beyond the 48” 

specified here, those are going to have to be from offsite sources.  The offsite 50% can be the larger 

stock from off site and the smaller from on site sources.          

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy didn’t feel there was much support from the commission that we wanted anything 

transplanted from within the site.  I don’t hear the support.        

 Discussion. 

 The Chair explained she preferred 12 to 14 foot trees. That is a cost.  If we can go higher on all 

the trees and larger container size on the shrubs and more dense packing of the shrubs, more of a 

clustering and shorten the intervals to 5 foot spacing as opposed to the 10 to 15 foot spacing.   Can you 

rework this plan to bring in nursery stock?   It seems we are all against using existing stock on site. 

 Mr. Bovino offered if you are inclined to approve the proposal by importing nursery stock off 

site, you can stipulate that if that takes care of the matter.       

 Discussion. 

 The no-mow areas were discussed by the Chair.  If you are trying to establish material in there, 

you can’t have any activity in there.  Mr. Lord said the only activity he intends in the planting or seeding 

areas would be the monitoring for invasives and documentation for reporting.  Mr. Bovino said the 

applicant would be accessing the bridge as he does own the property.  He doesn’t plan to cut the trees 

or plant Christmas Trees.   He has no intentions to do any work.   The goal is to restore and move on.  

 Discussion. 

  The status of the Army Corp review was discussed.  Mr. Lavallee said they operate on their own 

schedule.  Anything we do we do not bind them from taking any action.   We have no recent 

correspondence on this application.  They typically make the rounds to the town all at once. If they’re in 

the area, they’ll go by interested sites.   They’re independent.       

 Discussion. 

 The Chair said this is a good representation and I like your ideology of trying to use transplanted 

material.  I understand the professionalism of what you want to do, Mr. Lord.  I don’t really understand 
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the process.  If you had some sites in Connecticut where this was done and successful, I would feel more 

comfortable and more willing to look at it.   Mr. Lord said this may be the opportunity to establish that 

type of closely monitored example.         Discussion. 

 Mr. Strillacci said he would like to see a little more species diversity in terms of trees.    The Chair 

said Mr. Lord is trying to bring in the same species that is on site. The Chair did agree there should be 

more diversity. 

 Mr. Lord asked about willow use along the edge of river.   Discussion followed and it was 

decided the willows would not be planted that close to the water so there is no worry about the roots.  

We are going from the top of the bank out southerly and not right to the bank itself.  This is not bank 

stabilization.  Some of the smaller specimens with the root systems are still present and we’ll likely get 

regrowth of material. 

 Deer browsing and fencing was discussed. 

 The Chair said she would feel comfortable approving this with certain changes made and the 

changes were discussed.  

 - Can we go with 8 to 10 foot trees --- all the trees.  For the interval spacing 10 -15 feet. 

 - Larger container size for the shrubs. Let’s go with the 36 - 42 then. 

 - More diversity and more clustering.  About 25% more.  The same number per square 

foot but at a 5 foot spacing.   

 - Fencing or signage for the seeded areas.  At the bridge crossing on both sides signs will 

be posted.    It is double chained right now. 

 - Three year monitoring plan. 

 - The plan is to start 60 days from approval.  That is the reasonable time to remove the 

stumps that are out there and get the site ready for planting.  Seeding, planting trees and shrubs in the 

autumn. 

 -   First year 80-% survival or additional plantings have to be done. 

 - Submittal of a revised plan to Mr. Lavallee. 

 - Any potential regulated activities, he should inquire whether he needs a permit. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve IW #1223 with all stipulations noted.  Mr. Sullivan 

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

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to make a favorable recommendation for FF#241.  Mr. Camp 

seconded.  Motion passed 7 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. Information:   IW #1227 – Application of Turning Earth Central CT, LLC seeking to fill 600 

sq. ft. of wetlands, conduct activities within regulated areas and discharge storm water to regulated 

areas in conjunction with an anaerobic digestion facility.   Property located at 111 Spring Street. 

 Joseph Freeman, Senior Project Manager with Tetra Tech wit h offices in Wethersfield and 

Framingham, MA.  We’d like to present a prepresentation on the proposed Turning Earth’s organics 

recycling facility.  This evening several project members will take part in the presentation. 

 Amy Kessler, Executive Vice President for Turning Earth will give us a brief introduction to 

Turning Earth and their operation. 

 George Logan will talk about the site and the resources on the site. 

 Mr. Freeman will walk through the general outlines and parameters of the development plan on 

the site and the projected impacts to the regulated resources and we can talk about storm water 

management with David Zubal, civil engineer with Tetra Tech.   We have Jeff Fitzgerald and Austin Poole 

from BL Companies who are helping us with the site civil work. 

 Amy Kessler head of environmental regulatory affairs at Turning Earth, introduced Turning Earth 

and our vision for this site and brining our business to the Town of Southington.  We are hoping to call 

this town home. 

 As a brief overview, we are an organics recycling company.  We take organic waste and recycling 

it through high solids anaerobic digestion and integrate in vessel composting.  We make renewable 

energy out of this waste.  We make compost out of this waste.  We use the heat from our energy 

generation processes to funnel it into co-located greenhouses so we make food sustainably year round 

that will be sold to local food markets.   Thus we improve the environment.      

 Discussion. 

 We recycle this waste to its fullest potential, take the energy from it, make compost that will go 

back to replenish the soils the food originally came from and then we’re going to use that heat in 

greenhouses for sustainable local food taking miles off your dinner plate in contributing to the 

environmental benefit of the project. 

 It is a proposed $20 million facility that we are in partnership with Covanta.  We’re proposing to 

recycle the commercial and municipal organic waste streams of over 16 communities.  Out of this waste 

stream, organics make up about 30% of the traditional waste stream.  We’re proposing to pull all of the 

valuable resources out and get them back into the local economy by making renewable energy, making 

compost and our greenhouses will make healthy locally grown food. 

 We look forward to being a valued member of this community.  We’re hoping to get permission 

to locate here.  We will bring new sources of tax revenue, permanent high quality jobs and adding to the 
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job base in Southington.  We look forward also to conducting community education programs on the 

environment, energy, agriculture and what we do helps the state and the Town of Southington meet its 

sustainability goals. 

 We hope to call this community home some time soon. 

 George Logan,  RIMA Ecological Services.   Gave a brief history of his experience and his 

education.   What we are trying to do here is have as sensitive footprint as possible.  There are certain 

portions of the site that have been disturbed historically and do not function as highly as some of the 

other ecological communities.  We are trying to locate out footprint within that area that has been 

disturbed. 

 He showed and discussed a map from 1934 noting the site conditions at that time. 

 He showed and discussed a map from 1965 noting the site conditions at that time. 

  He showed and discussed a map from 2004 noting the site conditions at that time. 

 He showed and discussed a map from 2008 nothing the site conditions at that time. 

 He showed a map from March, 2012.  He has indicated where the vernal pool habitats were on 

site.    Every single vernal pool has a tag that shows how many wood frog egg masses were found in 

each. We have a disturbed site with a very productive vernal pool assemblage.  Over 500 egg masses.   

Why this is happening has something to do with the fact the site is disturbed.     

 Explained. 

 Next, I’ll take you through and show you some representative pictures.  I’m not trying to give 

you a lot of detail today, I just want to introduce you to the site and see what we’re proposing and then 

we’ll provide additional detail toy you, as necessary. 

 He went through each photo identifying and explaining the vernal pool and egg masses 

contained therein. 

 He explained the shallow area.  In some areas there was an indication of a bathtub ring and 

deeper and coarse sands.  That masks the hydrology of the soils.  I had to eventually delineate this as a 

watercourse and partially a wetland.  This area has been severely disturbed.  It could be one where we 

do a little bit of restoration. 

 The undisturbed wetland area photos were shown and discussed. 

 An excavated pond in the wetland 3- to 3.5 feet deep was noted.  It has a lot of egg masses, as 

well. 

 He discussed the Quinnipiac River and the floodplain on site. 

 The Farmington Canal and acres of undisturbed woodland was shown and discussed. 
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 With a plethora of disturbed conditions in the central portion of the site, to the east of the 

central wetland corridor. Materials are left behind.  All kinds of invasives.   

 He showed three little pictures of fairy shrimp and explained. 

 He showed and explained two pictures of wildlife from the site.   

 We are not finished. We’d like to look at this in the growing season when things are growing.  

This season is slow.  But by the time you folks take your site walk, there’ll be a lot of things to see. 

 Thank you very much. 

 Joseph Freeman walked through a very brief outline of the site, how we plan to develop the site 

and the potential impacts are.  We have prepared some brief responses to the checklist comments that 

we received this week.  I’ll pass those out. 

 He showed a representation of what they plan the site to look like at full development.  He 

pointed out the reception area where the trucks with the material will come in.  They back into this 

building and they dump their load entirely under cover.  Everything is inside when we handle the raw 

material.  It is source separated organic waste and yard waste.  We take out the plastics and it gets 

mixed and transferred into a series of modules.  They are cast in place concrete structures.  They’re 

loaded n there, it’s closed and airtight.  That’s where we begin the three week anaerobic digestion 

process. The methane is extracted and stored and then burned in a combined heat and power 

generation unit.  After three weeks, we open it up and we introduce oxygen and it goes through an 

aerobic phase.  After the five weeks it is removed and transferred to the maturation bins where it 

becomes finished compost which is stocked piled on the site for eventual sale or use. 

 This is a representation of a potential future greenhouse location.  Purely conceptual at this 

point. 

 He showed the wetland resources.  Because of the initial wetland delineation done earlier this 

month by George and the updated survey that has grown slightly.  It is not 660 square feet.  We are 

about 2,668 square feet.  It is limited to four locations.  He explained the watercourse area, a very small 

about 475 square feet from the edge of a slope for our roadway.  This isolated wetland which is Wetland 

E series will be completely filled.  That also got larger based on the more recent wetland flagging.  That 

is 1338 square feet.  A little bit of the E series, about 700 square feet and over in this corner for one of 

our detention basins, about 125 square feet.   

 It is 5.54 acres based on the wetland map amendment plan we talked about earlier.  If we 

include that additional area on the southwestern side near the river, that number will increase slightly.  

But our impact is pretty much around 1% or slightly less than 1% of the total wetland areas on the site 

and none of the high value wetland areas.         

 Discussion. 
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 The storm water management plan was discussed.  We’re pretty much a zero discharge 

operation.  No wastewater discharges from the operation other than the sanitary waste water that 

would be generated in the offices and through the truck wash.  Any truck that comes in gets washed 

before it leaves.  That water will be managed and taken to the sanitary sewer. 

 That’s the introduction and I’m happy to answer any questions. 

 It was discussed that there are no other sites identical to this in the region. 

 Discussion about where the unusable waste would be stored.  It would be separated at the 

reception area and then at some point it is recycled if possible and if not it would be disposed of 

properly. 

 Ms. Kessler clarified this is the only technology which combines a high solids anaerobic digestion 

approach with in vessel composting in the same unit.  We are getting the benefits of anaerobic digestion 

as well as the benefits of composting.  All other applications do them separately.    We like this so much 

because it integrates it into one process. 

 Discussion of where the raw organic waste would come from.   

 Ms. Kessler said it is her hope and belief that what we are seeing now is a true shift in the way 

we manage waste and our resources in this country and organic recycling is catching on now and it will 

be the way we do things in the next ten years. 

 Residential noise controls are adhered to.  As to the layout of this facility, we’ve reached out the 

residents to the north of us and we moved all of our activities that might make noise as far away from 

that borderline as possible.  There won’t be any impacts off site. 

 The Chair asked about alternate designs.  Ms. Kessler explained there are multiple alternate 

designs and we can get them to you.   Mr. Freeman explained this layout represents the least impact of 

all the alternatives looked at.  We decided to come with this layout.  It works.  It is optimized and it is 

the most efficient layout, as well.  And, it has the least impacts to the regulated resources. 

 Ms. Kessler explained the cycling on site of the five week process.  We continually have modules 

being loaded and it is phased.  Our operating hours and truck activity at our site is going to be within 

normal business operating hours.   

 The Chair asked if there would be expansion on this design.  Ms. Kessler said at this time there is 

no reason for this facility to need to expand.  Explained it is anticipated 15 trucks per day.   

 

 Mr. Freeman advised there are updated plans that reflect a change in the storm water 

management plan.  Yours shows three basins.  That basin has been removed. 
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 David Zubal, civil engineer spoke on the civil design.  The plans have been amended.  Basin three 

has been removed and now we’re draining all the water to two basins.  Split the site in half.  It is 

designed past the 25 year storm, without increasing the peak flow which is the ordinance.  And, it safely 

passes the 50 and 100 year storm.    Explained the drainage flow pattern.  Water quality was discussed.   

 The Chair asked if there was going to be underground storm water containment where you 

could do some pervious recharged.  Mr. Zubal said it wasn’t sized for recharge and explained why.     

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Logan advised there are two basins.  Explained the soils within the basins.  The area where 

we are putting the basins was disturbed before.  And, it slopes up very high.  The idea here is to promote 

infiltration but not to do that before substantial pretreatment.  We want to be sure that whatever 

comes off the surfaces, if there is anything that is nutrient latent, what we are going to do is provide a 

cell in the internal portions of the basin which will aid possibly with the organics we are producing here.  

We want the anaerobic process to work there.   

 After that, the rest of the basin will be basically an infiltration basin.  We’ll have a foot or two of 

free draining material to the seasonal groundwater table.      

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Logan added he will be providing a very detailed planting plan for the basins and some 

indications of what we are restoring on the site.    

 As to the invasives, there will be an invasive species management plan for areas immediately 

adjacent to the site that have infestations that will be taken care of. 

 A built up berm was discussed. 

 The Chair again noted she would like to see alternatives to the site layout. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW 1227.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk to be scheduled.    

 

 

 

 

 C. Information:   IW #1228 – Application of John Romanik seeking to fill 5561 sq. ft. of 

wetlands for the construction of a farm stand, parking and drainage.  Property located at 2124 Meriden 

Waterbury Tpke.  
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   Mr. Lavallee advised this item is a proposal for a preconstructed building of the Klotter Farms 

type placed on a pad.  This is down on the Meriden Waterbury Turnpike in a highly disturbed wetland 

along the roadway.  There is some fill.    A checklist has been done trying to reduce a rather large portion 

of the fill proposed.  You may see a different layout eventually. 

 Along with this, a map amendment is required.  It will probably be before you at the next 

meeting.   

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table IW 1228.  Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 Site walk to be set. 

 

 

 D. Information:  IW #1229 – Application of Strollo Bros. and Sons seeking to perform site 

grading within the upland review area to create parking and a detention basin necessary to 

accommodate proposed site drainage.  Property located at 1520 Meriden Waterbury Tpk. 

 Matthew Boucher, registered professional engineer, with Milone & MacBroom, represented the 

applicant.  The parcel is approximately 2.5 acres in size.  Located in a B zone.  It’s located on the south 

side of Route 322.  It is abutted by vacant land to the west, a multifamily home to the east and the 

Rivercrest Condos to the rear. 

 The topography on site generally slopes north to south.  The low point on site is the rear 

property line.  It can be best be described as gently sloping.   

 There are wetland features on site.  They total about one-half acre.  They flow from north to 

south along the easterly property line and then from west to east to a confluence off the property 

boundary.  The wetlands on site were flagged by the soil scientist with Milone & MacBroom.  And, half 

of the property is located in the aquifer protection area for Well 2. 

 The proposed development is for construction of two buildings one approximately 4800 sf in 

size and one approximately 4000 sf in size.  (Indicated) 

 Those buildings will be used for Boss Snow Plows retail sales and storage.  There is a small retail 

facility that is going to be located in the front corner of the first building.  The remaining space will be 

used for storage.  Submitted along with the site plan is architecture to show the footprints of the 

buildings s well as the elevations. 

 Alongside the building construction you will note parking (indicated).  We have 16 spaces shown 

on the plan to accommodate the needs of the use.    
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 The storm water management system on site is a low impact design.  Explained it flows off the 

impervious surfaces over a gravel strip to two grass swales on site.   Both flow to a storm water 

management basin which is designed to mitigate all peak flows of storms 2 thru 100.  ZIRO has been 

achieved. 

 On this plan we have zero direct wetland impacts.  There are point .33 acres of upland area 

disturbance for establishment of the swales and a small portion of parking and then the storm water 

management basin (indicated).   Explained the design of the storm water management basin. 

 If you have any questions regarding the business or the proposed use the Strollos are here to 

answer those questions.  

 You’ll see on the plan we have the numerous E & S control measures in accordance with the 

2002 Connecticut Guidelines.  We have a silt fence circumnavigating the development area down 

gradient of all the construction activities.  There is a construction entrance pad along the front of the 

site.  It is intended the storm water management basin will also be utilized as a temporary sediment trap 

during construction.  Explained. 

 There is public sewer and public water available. 

 We do need an encroachment permit from the state. 

 Shawn Strollo explained the proposed activity on site.   I brought a brochure with me.  The main 

part of what we’re doing over here is selling Boss Snow Plows which is 70% of my business now.  It’s 

going to be the first retail store in the country for Boss Snow Plows.  (Rollers, sanders, jackets, shirts, et 

cetera)  The rest of the space will be for storing snow plows.  Everything is inside.   

 Discussion. 

 The dumpster location and parking of vehicles space was noted.  If we have a shipment we can 

process it outside before we put it inside. 

 All installation will be down in Cheshire.  Explained this site would be retail and wholesale to 

other distributers. 

 I feel that having this space on 322 will benefit me down the road.  Explained. 

 Mr. Boucher answered the Chair’s question regarding the existing conditions on site.  He 

explained there was an existing home on site previously which has been removed.  There are multiple 

structures on the property according to the survey which was done in 2010.  I do not believe there are 

any environmental concerns on the property with the history I know.  It was a residential use previously.    

 He further stated they are in receipt of staff comments and have reviewed them and we feel we 

can comply and we will reply with revised plans and a response letter. 
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 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to table IW #1229 and Mr. Camp seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk to be set. 

  

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 

  This still remains in place.  The Chair made the point for the record that we really be 

adamant and check up on the site.  I think it’s important.  I am a little bit worried about this approval 

only because I don’t know how successful it is going to be.  We approved it and I agreed with it.  I wish 

we could put a lot more time into it.  If they don’t remove the trees, two or three years pass and they 

don’t do the restoration.  We gave them approval for the restoration to take place.  After the fact, I 

thought we should have included a deadline or stipulation for a time period.   Mr. Lavallee noted it is in 

the discussion as 60 days.           

 Discussion. 

 - Mr. Lavallee reported that May 31st at Crescent Lake there is a walk by the open space 

committee at 10:30 am.  They’ll dedicate the new kiosk.   

 - Touch a Truck will be at the seedling give away on May 10th at the drive in site.  The 

Chair said she’d be there. 

 Site walk dates are May 22nd and May 29th, 2014 starting at 5:00 pm. 

 

Adjournment: Ms. Etter made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed  

  unanimously on a voice vote.  

  (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 9:54 o’clock, p.m.) 
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