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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, December 4th, 2014 

7:00 pm – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a meeting on 

Thursday, December 4
th
, 2014 at the Municipal Center Assembly Room, 196 

North Main Street, Southington, CT.   Chair Theresa Albanese called 

the meeting to order at 7:00 with the following in attendance: 

 Commissioners:   Greg Ali, Christopher Borowy, William Camp & 

Mary Etter* 

 Alternate Commissioner: Gerry Bernier  

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 (*Arrived at 7:04 o’clock, p.m.) 

 Absent: Commissioners James Sullivan & Jeff Crown 

   Alternate Commissioner:  Gloria Brown  

The Chair seated Alternate Commissioner Bernier for Commissioner 

Crown.   A quorum was determined. 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by everyone in attendance. 

 

Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of November 6th, 2014 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve the November 6 2014 meeting 

Minutes as presented as well as the Supplemental Verbatim Minutes of 

the November 6, 2014 meeting for IW #1238.  Mr. Camp seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (*Ms. Etter arrived at 7:04 o’clock, p.m.) 

     

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

scheduled for action 

 Michelle Allaire, 228 Lazy Lane.  Spoke about IW #1238.  She 

indicated she had attended the site walk.  Very nice parcel of land 

and they have nice plans for the parcel.   

 On the site plan on the far west hand side of the property, it is 

proposed for wood and aggregate material.  That does abut a 

residential property zone.  I have a concern about that.  I don’t know 

if it is in the wetlands.  Vehicles would be going back and forth to 
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drop off the materials and I don’t know the impact that would have.  

That might be more for zoning.  I’m just mentioning it. 

 The other thing, I notice two areas proposed for empty container 

storage.  I don’t understand why they would need outside container 

storage because they were previously approved for another application 

under HQ Dumpster Recycling #1235.  On the site walk there was a 

question on the site walk if that building was approved for storage 

containers.  I do have a copy of your official record and it does 

state it was for containers.  (Submitted to the Ass’t Planner).  I 

just want to know why they need more container storage when they had 

the building approved for it by the PZC and you, plus newspaper 

articles where they were quoted. 

 And, I had a question about the outdoor storage areas.  Are they 

going to be fenced in? What measures are put into place so they don’t 

infringe upon further encroachment of the wooded areas.  How are you 

going to control that? 

 (Ms. Etter entered the meeting.) 

 I brought up some questions about the trolley line at the site 

walk and its historical significance.  I tried contacting the 

Historical Society and did not get a response.  She submitted an 

article she had but it really didn’t pertain to the trolley line.   

 I would like to ask my questions get addressed tonight, if 

possible. 

 

 Inland Wetland / Floodplain Filling Applications; 

 A. Information/Action:  IW #1238 – Application of Central 

Connecticut Resource and Recovery, LLC seeking to construct a 17,650 

sf building, associated parking, driveways, and processed stone 

storage areas partially within the 50’ Upland Review Area.  Property 

located at 65 Triano Drive. 

 Stephen Giudice, Harry Cole & Son, 876 South Main Street, 

Plantsville, Ct represented the applicant. 

 We are proposing a 17,650 sf building and parking and facilities 

located on Lot 6, Triano Drive.  We did do a site walk. 

 I’d like to recap the site walk and go over the revisions made to 

the plan and try to answer questions. 

 He explained the route the site walk took indicating on the plan 

and noting they saw all the areas where there is proposed activity on 

the property. 



Conservation Commission December 4, 2014 

3 

 

 We did make revisions to the site plan based on comments from 

staff.  We did add an oil/water separator as part of the drain 

facilities within the building.   

 We modified the location of the storm water quality basin 

(indicating). 

 There are a lot of concerns about creep in our areas for storage 

and moving once we’re at the site and operating.  We are proposing 

around all of those areas to either large boulders or concrete mafia 

blocks.  The plan does depict those areas clearly delineated to 

prevent any migration of our storage areas. 

 We proposed bins along this area (indicating) to further 

delineate storage in this area (indicating). 

 As to the comment about the residential zone, along the western 

edge of the property the property to the south is zoned residential.  

We are required and are proposing a 50’ landscaped buffer from that 

residential zone.  That is depicted on the plan (indicating).  That is 

a zoning comment but I did want to point out we are maintaining our 

required separation from the residential zone.  We would maintain the 

existing vegetation on the site.  It is a well wooded area. 

 We took the roof leaders from the existing building and we are 

proposing a stone infiltration trench along this area (indicating) to 

allow the water from the rooftop to kind of recharge the groundwater 

in that area around the wetland.  A positive addition to the plan.  

 We did reduce the container storage in this area (indicating).   

We are delineating the limits with the blocks and the stone.  And then 

we proposed blocks and stones around the storage area, as well.  While 

on that topic, Lot 5, the building is not proposed for storage of 

containers.  It is proposed for the trucks themselves (vehicle 

storage).  We will have some storage containers on site, but this is 

the primary location for the storage containers.  They have a lot of 

containers that come and go so they need room to drop them, pick them 

up, and move them around.  There is also flexibility to add containers 

as the business grows.   This is a plan that identifies all the things 

we would need as the company moves forward.        

 Discussion. 

 We proposed a seeding and matting around the storm water quality 

basins for erosion control.   

 Just some mother minor modifications:  there is a culver located 

here (indicated) and we propose some rip rap of the swale to prevent 

further erosion along the culvert. 

 As to the rail bed, we did search and find a small bit of 

information on the rail bed on the Southington history site but we 

couldn’t find any historical significance on any mapping.  Everything 

refers to the roads but not the trolley line.  I can’t say what the 
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historical significance of the trolley bed is but I think that we are 

proposing to maintain the trolley bed.  We are not proposing to 

disturb it.  We want to leave it in its current state.  We are not 

proposing to alter it other than to use it and put down stone and 

actually use the rail bed.  I don’t think we are going to change the 

historic value of the rail bed.  He did read some information he got 

off the Internet and then submitted it for the record. 

 The Chair reiterated the proposal was to put gravel down but not 

disturb the bed.  Her question was whether it was a wetland at one 

point or is it a wetland now.  Was that area examined again?  Mr. 

Giudice said it wasn’t examined on the site walk.  But it is not a 

wetland in the area we’re proposing to utilize.  It is well elevated 

and very dry.   It has small growth on it.  I think it is clearly not 

a wetland.  It is very well defined.           

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lord has examined the area but not provided a supplemental 

report.   Mr. Giudice said he had not asked him to submit a 

supplemental report.  Mr. Giudice reiterated it was not a wetland. 

 Discussion. 

 

 As to the Natural Diversity Database, we did submit a request for 

Lot 5 & 6.  I have a copy of the request (submitted).  We have not 

received anything back, yet.  We will submit copies to the town when 

we get something back.   The Chair requested Mr. Giudice follow up and 

report back to Mr. Lavallee. 

 We are working on a State of Use for our DEEP permitting.  We did 

submit it to this commission to answer a lot of the questions you have 

about the operation such as how it is going to be run, managed and 

maintained.  Mr. Brown is here to address your questions on this. 

 As to Ms. Allaire’s questions, we talked about the historical 

significance of the rail bed.  We talked about our encroachment of the 

storage areas and how we are proposing to ring those areas with mafia 

blocks or large 3’ boulders.  We talked about the reason we’re 

proposing the container areas.  We wanted to come in with a realistic 

plan of what this company will need as it grows eliminating the need 

to come back and ask for more items.   

 We talked about the buffer from the residential zone which is a 

zoning issue but we are proposing 50’ setback from the residential 

properties located to the south and southwest. 

 The Chair and Mr. Giudice discussed the storage area in the 

northern part of the property.  The processed stone is for access 

purposes.  We only do the mafia blocks as the site grows.    

 The Chair saw issues with invasive species and stuff blowing 

around and going all over the place.  How is this being controlled?  
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Mr. Giudice pointed out it is part of permitting that those areas have 

to be maintained. Discussion of the West Center Street and East Street 

property as a comparison. 

 Culvert locations were discussed. 

 Mr. Borowy had some concern about the fact you are going to be 

taking in waste in those containers and the biggest concern is the 

uncontrolled, unexpected material received whether it is chemicals, 

pcbs, asbestos, lead or any of that type of potentially hazardous 

material.  I’d like to hear some of the controls on the incoming side 

or in response to finding some inadvertent material within your 

receipts with the net result being in our case, jurisdiction of this 

group, to make sure we are protecting the wetlands and watercourses in 

the area from any inadvertent escape of these materials.  

 I’d also point out for the record that on the site tour we did 

indeed get to familiarize ourselves with the tour and that is part of 

what we have to make sure we are attesting to. 

 David Brown with a company called Project Management Associates.  

We’re consultants to the applicant addressed Mr. Borowy’s concerns. 

 As to asbestos, in Connecticut, if you demolish a building with 

asbestos in it you have to go through a formal process of remediating 

the structure before you are able to complete the demolition.  Having 

said that, the state as part of its permitting process for these 

facilities requires quarterly air sampling and testing.  From 

experience with other facilities there have been a very small number 

of hits of asbestos containing materials found in these wastes.  With 

all of that, the most common type of container delivered to the 

facility is a roll off container. Explained the procedure when one is 

received and when one has something unusual in it. 

 In his experience, he has personally not seen a hazardous waste 

load delivered. However, the loads are tipped inside and would not be 

exposed to storm water in any event.  He explained the procedure to be 

followed by operators if a questionable item is found.  It would be in 

accordance with the state’s rules and regulations.   

 Discussion. 

 The tipping floor construction to prevent materials from going to 

the door was discussed.  It would typically include sloping away from 

the door. 

 Clean up off the roll off containing the contaminated material, 

if there were one, was discussed. 

 Independent auditing is part of some of the permitting. 

 Discussion of the different types of permits.   The applicant has 

not yet decided on which type of permit category to apply for.  
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 In the Statement of Use, Mr. Brown stated there will be an 

industrial storm water general permit and a storm water pollution 

prevent plan and that program does call for sampling. 

 Mr. Borowy asked if that Statement of Use would be part of the 

application and some protection is afforded to the environment in that 

area to the wetlands by the applicant strictly adhering to the 

Statement of Use and certain constraints on your activities to at 

least keep things safe in that regard.  But unless you are saying that 

that is going to be a binding part of this wetlands application, we’re 

getting no protection for the elements we’re looking for. 

 Mr. Lavallee commented it could be a condition that they provide 

an O & M plan which would be more detailed than the Statement of Use.  

They’ll have to meet the DEEP standards for that.   That is typically 

what we require. 

 Mr. Brown suggested a condition of the permit be the applicant 

file with you a storm water pollution prevention plan which is 

prepared by the engineer.   Mr. Borowy said he was not trying to 

isolate it to the storm water side.  I’m talking about the controls, 

response for decontamination and all those protections.   Mr. Brown 

said they would be addressed also in the state permit.       

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy said he would like it to be a condition of our 

issuance of approval that we’d want an O & M document, the DEEP permit 

successful issuance and approval and of course the storm water which 

has its own rules and laws.  Also, if there are any foreseen 

variations in the waste types handled at the site, the handling 

activities or the storage or the locations of any of these things I 

think we’d like to have a revisit of the wetlands permit for the 

changes. 

 The Chair further discussed the tipping and inspection process of 

the roll offs. 

 Kurt Holyst, one of the owners of HQ, 1 Saw Mill Lane, 

Plantsville, CT addressed the commission 

 He went over for clarification  how an operation like this works.  

He explained everything is done in the building.  After sorted, it 

will go into another dumpster that the state requires at night to be 

covered.  Many state regulations to the running of this that take into 

consideration all of your concerns that will have stipulations that if 

we don’t follow, our permit will be pulled and we can’t do our 

business.            

 Discussion. 
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 As far as putting stipulations on what we can and can’t do, the 

state is going to do that depending on what our facility looks like.  

They’ll be very stringent on what we can and can’t do.  

 Mr. Borowy said he would like to mirror those same requirements 

without throwing any addition extraneously expensive time consuming 

requirements on to your operations.  Maybe we and the town having 

those same requirements in this wetland permit for the protection of 

the wetlands as opposed to storm water and airborne things your permit 

from the DEEP would cover.  I can’t imagine you would object to that.  

 Discussion. 

 Mr.  Holyst said he had no problem stipulating to DEEP regulation 

compliance.          

 Discussion. 

 Further discussion on the container storage area and why it is 

the way it is on the plan. 

 The Chair suggested another site walk for those who did not 

attend the first and perhaps action could be taken at the meeting. 

 Attorney O’Keefe added for the record comments about the 

conditions.  I think the applicant would be comfortable with a 

condition that says that the applicant will comply with applicable 

DEEP requirements relative to its use of the site.   That addresses 

your concern, I think.   Mr. Borowy agreed that was reasonable. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table the application.   Ms. Etter 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.     

 Site walk set for Sunday, December 14
th
, 2014. 

 

 B. Information:  IW #1239 – Application of Borghesi Bldg. & 

Eng. Co., Inc. seeking to grade and pave within the Upland Review AR a 

for the construction of a commercial development.   Property located 

at 12 and 30 Knotter Drive. 

 Allan Borghesi, Chairman of the Borghesi Building & Engineering 

Company presented the application.  Professional, registered engineer.  

He passed around a clarification set of drawings regarding the 

wetlands which he colored it for ease of reading.  (Submitted for the 

file.) 

 We have addressed all David’s comments.     

 He explained the drainage from this site goes to the adjacent 

site and we have contacted the engineer who designed the drainage on 

the adjacent site and we verified and got a letter from him on the 

calculations there is no increase in run off.  (Submitted for the 

record.) 
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 And, lastly I have a photometric and light fixture plan.  

(Submitted for the record.) 

 This is a 3 acre site which was approved by the commission for a 

Wendy’s Restaurant previously.  Nothing was ever built or done on it.  

It is the same driveway location.  We are proposing to build one 4,000 

sf building and 7,600 sf building on this 3 acre site. 

 There are some wetlands in three places.  We are proposing to 

fill a small portion of the wetlands setback and we tried to minimize 

this as much as possible.   

 Each building has its own park however it is serviced by truck 

that can go back here to dumpsters and deliver goods to either 

building.  The access was pointed out.  He noted a right of way 

through the adjacent neighbor for traffic. 

 I do have data here from Ed Pawlak who was the soil scientist who 

originally staked this and signed the application.  (Submitted letter 

for the record.)   His letter indicates the type of wetlands on site. 

 The plan has excess parking based on the calculation for 

office/retail use.  There is a very highly likelihood that some 

smaller, deli-type restaurants are interested.  A question came up 

about us eliminating the six parking spaces in the back. They don’t 

add anything to the impact on the wetlands.  However, we cannot give 

those spaces up if we have these deli-type restaurants.  Explained. 

 We have one small natural diversity area in the back.  Very small 

area.  We have to make application for that.  It is so remote from 

this I am quite certain there’ll be no impact at all in my opinion. 

 We added silt fence along Knotter Drive per staff comment. 

 We showed two snow storage areas per staff comment. 

 We added silt sacks in the connections per staff comment. 

 Mr. Borghesi answered general questions from the commission 

regarding the site. 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table. #1239.   Mr. Borowy seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for Sunday, December 14, 2014. 

 

 

 C. Information:  IW #1240 – Application of Donati Contracting, 

LLC seeking to fill 330 sf of wetlands to install a culvert in place 

of an existing bridge.   Property located at 2270 Mount Vernon Road. 
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 Stephen Giudice presented on behalf of the applicant.   There is 

an existing foot bridge at the campus of Lincoln College at this 

location (indicating) and it runs from the classroom buildings to the 

campuses.  That bridge has been deteriorating for quite some time.  

The college wants to replace it and they’ve asked us to look at and 

propose something that would last a long time. 

 We would propose a 36-inch corrugated plastic pipe with flared 

ends on each end.  A little bit of fill.  We have a wetland impact 

that’s relatively minor.  We have approximately 330 sf of direct 

impact and 350 sf of upland review impact as part of this operation. 

 The bridge would be removed; the culvert put in place with rip 

rap and plunge pools on each end of it.  We would put the sidewalk 

over the top of it.  There is a rail fence for safety measures that 

would be continued on each side of the sidewalk.   

 The channel in this area is very narrow.  The wetland is 

basically the edge of the channel.  We did have the soil scientist, 

Tom Petras, on site.  We had him go above and beyond and flag around 

the pond and the watercourse.   It’s pretty self-explanatory. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW 1240.   Mr. Camp seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for Sunday, December 14, 2014. 

 

Communications 

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

items other than those scheduled for action. 

 None. 

 

Conservation Issues/Unfinished Business/Miscellaneous 

 - Show Cause Hearing:  Burritt Street Parcels across from 

Anne Road 

 Mr. Lavallee reported this matter may be withdrawn.  The property 

owner has decided he will donate the land to the town and contribute 

towards planting the restoration area.      

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to withdraw and Cease & Desist order on 

this matter.   Ms. Etter seconded.  Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll 

call vote. 

 The Chair suggested the commission get involved in assisting the 

community on the restoration.   Passive recreation, trails. 
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 Mr. Lavallee advised they are still working on the Plan of 

Development.  Long term goals.   Next meeting is December 17, 2014. 

 The next Conservation Commission is January 7, 2015 (the second 

Wednesday because of the holiday.) 

 After discussion, the site walk date was set for Sunday, December 

14, 2014. 

 

 

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 8:35 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 


