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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 6, 2015 

7:00 pm – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a meeting on 

Thursday, August 6, 2015 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, Gerard Bernier, Christopher Borowy, 

Jeff Crown & James Sullivan 

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent:  Commissioner:   Mary Etter       

    Alternate Commissioner:  Gloria Brown  

 A quorum was determined. 

 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by everyone in attendance 

 

4. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of July 2, 2015 and Special 

 Meeting of July 9, 2015 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve both the July 2nd and July 9
th
 

meeting Minutes as submitted.     Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

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

scheduled for action 

 None. 

 

6. Inland Wetland/Floodplain Filling Application 

 Information:  IW #1245, application of Southington Industrial 

Properties, LLC seeking to fill 12,186 square feet of wetlands.  

Property located at 29 & 93 Industrial Drive. 

 Brian Paniko (sp)from Harry Cole & Son representing the applicant 

presented.  We are here tonight proposing to fill a wetland located on 

Lots 18R and 20 of Industrial Drive. 
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 Currently, the wetland, we feel after having it looked at by a 

soil scientist, is a less than desirable wetland and the impact of 

filling the wetland to allow for the expansion of Lot 18R and possibly 

the development of Lot 20, would benefit from the filling of this 

wetland. 

 Currently, Lot 20 is almost the entire access to that lot is 

almost entirely in upland review and there is quite a bit of wetlands 

on it.  We feel it impacts the usability of the lot as an industrial 

lot.   

 Lot 18R which was the combination of Lots 18 and 19 on Industrial 

Drive, we feel that the wetland is impacting this lot in its ability 

to expand and grow.  They would like to expand their parking area out 

there and the wetland doesn’t allow for that.  

 So the mitigation we’re proposing from this wetland is actually 

to enhance the detention basin for Industrial Drive.  I’ll introduce 

Tom Petras, soil scientist to talk about that. 

 Thomas Petras, professional wetland and soil scientist.  I’ve 

looked at this site probably about a half dozen times since April of 

this year and I was out there most recently again today.  The wetland 

proposed to be filled and pretty much eliminated historically was 

located in an old agricultural field.  I’ve looked at this wetland.  

It’s transitional in soils.  The vegetation is a mix of wetland and 

nonwetland vegetation common to old fields.  Most notably, the 

hydrology of this wetland has been significantly compromised. 

 He discussed the soils.  He noted there has been water over the 

hardpan creating wet soils in the spring but because the alteration 

and drainage patterns on the site has eliminated quite a bit of the 

drainage that flows on to the lawn. 

 To the west you’ve got Industrial Drive which is located upslope 

from this wetland.  It’s got a storm drain system with sewers.  They 

cut off but the surface runoff which previously flowed on to this lot 

as well as a component of groundwater.  The net result is the wetland 

on the site has been partially drained --- not totally drained.  And, 

it really no longer has a wetland hydrologic regime.   

 The hydrologic regime out there is more typical of a moderately 

well drained soil.  Because of this, the wetland functional values are 

low on this.  Low to very low on this wetland. 

 Furthermore, the northern tip of this wetland was eliminated by 

the construction of Industrial Drive.  The wetland actually lies    

one to three feet upslope of the northern part of Industrial Drive.  

And, then there is a storm drainage pipe which is buried below ground 

that runs to the east of this wetland that also functions in cutting 

off some of the groundwater flow in the area. 
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 A lot of activities have been altering drainage to this wetland. 

 As indicated, the wetland on this site makes it very difficult to 

utilize this property.   If you were to preserve it, it really 

drastically cuts down on the amount of buildable area on this lot. 

 The proposal was to fill this wetland and part of the mitigation 

was to enhance the wetland that’s developed in the large storm water 

quality basin which is located further to the south and east of this. 

 We looked at this wetland in July during a site walk.  It was 

quite wet at that time.  Even today it is still holding water even 

though we are in somewhat of a drought. 

 The wetland has a diverse makeup of native wetland herbaceous 

plants.  Shrubbery is coming in although it tends to be dominated 

mainly by the puss willows.    And, there is an open water component, 

too.  A lot of cattails and within that area you get some open water 

areas that provide amphibian habitat. 

 As a created wetland, even though it was not meant to be a 

created wetland, but in actuality that’s what it is and it is one of 

the nicer created wetlands I’ve seen in the State of Connecticut.  

That was one of the reasons why I looked to enhance this through the 

plantings of native shrubs.  (Berry producing shrubs)  And, that will 

add a lot to the diversity of this wetland. 

 He went over the proposed planting schedule. 

 The other component of the wetland mitigation is the removal of 

Russian olive.  It’s growing on side slopes and the upper parts of the 

basin.  Explained they would be cut down to stump level and we’d 

remove the cut vegetation from the basin area. 

 That is our proposed mitigation. 

 Discussion of the species proposed in the planting schedule. 

 The Chair commented the plan looks great.  It would be a great 

mitigation plan.  Her concerns go back to the original proposal to 

fill 12,000 plus square feet of wetlands which are Connecticut 

wetlands as mapped.  That, based on our regulations, would be 

considered a significant impact.   

 Did you do a functions and values assessment?  I didn’t see one 

in the report you provided.  If there is a way we can have a detailed 

functions and values assessment done.   I agree with your statement 

you are assessing this wetland and having looked at it various times, 

it has a low to very low functional value but, there has to be backup 

on that other than indications the hydrology has been altered, the 

vegetation mix is different, yet the Connecticut soils are still 

there.  We have wetlands that qualify as a Connecticut soil. 
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 The other issue would be, considering the size of this wetland, I 

know it is kind of cut off from its original shape, would an Army Corp 

permit be required for this particular wetland?  Has that been 

investigated?  Is it considered a federally regulated wetland as well 

and require a GP with the Army Corp?  Has this been addressed? 

 Can you give us more information on what I mentioned?   

Discussion. 

 Mr. Lavallee said with that wording, significant impact, it would 

likely trigger a public hearing. 

 The Chair said before getting to that point, she would offer an 

idea to the applicant and the soil scientist to come up with a real 

detailed functions and values assessment.  It is a mapped wetland 

based on the soil in Connecticut.  The federal agency, I don’t know if 

it would qualify as a federally wetland regulation based on Army Corp 

methodology. 

 Mr. Petras said they talked about the federal permit.  It is a 

compromised wetland so not all of this would qualify as federal 

wetland.  We haven’t fine-tuned it yet.  My feeling is probably less 

than 25% of it would qualify as federal.    

 The other part is, before we entertain anything with the Corp we 

wanted to see the reaction of this commission.  Then we deal with the 

Corp later on, as need be. 

 Mr. Borowy said he would like to take what our Chair is saying 

just another step or two further.  If ever I’ve seen an application 

where we would like to approve perhaps just half of the application, I 

would snap up the idea of your mitigation.  As far as the destruction 

of the wetlands that you are proposing, without any counter weighing, 

balancing intended, economic benefit or intended usage, why in the 

world would a wetlands commission charged by the State of Connecticut 

with protecting the wetlands, want to approve the destruction of this 

wetland?  Low functionality or not.  It is still classified as a 

wetland.  Until we can see some kind of insight into the balancing 

need for what you are proposing to do there, I can’t imagine approving 

this application. 

 Mr. Lavallee added another question is who will give permission 

to do this work on town property?  The mitigation.  We shouldn’t 

approve this without having that permission.      

 Discussion.   

 The Chair said when you are looking at something as a significant 

impact, the key thing is what are the economics of this and what is 

the proposed use of the property?  Right now we just see a little bit 

of a parking area proposed.  You haven’t come before us with a plan 

showing what you want to do, what the intent is.  Without having that, 
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how do we assess what the constraints are on development of the 

parcels. 

 The applicant’s representative said as far as Lot 20, it is being 

able to use that.  The primary concern is Lot 18R.  To be able to 

expand.  With Lot 20 it is just the economic factor of being able to 

sell that property or develop it in the future.  There wouldn’t be 

much you could do without disturbing the wetlands further.  And, the 

state of the wetlands at this time, disturbing them further would be 

even more detrimental to them than a regular wetland.  We have not yet 

proposed a site plan for a building.   It’s just for a future 

proposal. 

 Mr. Crown asked, economic benefit by way of building a building, 

is that an acceptable counter balance for filling  in a quarter of an 

acre of wetlands.  We’re the wetlands commission and not the 

industrial development commission.       

 Discussion. 

 The Chair said it is a Connecticut regulated wetland and in order 

for us to assess the potential impacts on this parcel, you need to 

share with us your design, your options for design and your intent for 

that particular lot.  I don’t know zoning and what can and can’t be 

done.  You need to do that. 

 Mr. Lavallee said the alternative test has to be brought up, as 

well. 

 Mr. Sullivan agreed with all of those comments.   He noted our 

charge is protecting the wetlands. 

 The applicant’s agent asked for a table so that they could 

regroup.  We will work with Tom and try to put together that 

assessment. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW 1245.  Mr. Crown seconded.  

Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

  

7. Communications 

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

items other than those scheduled.   

  None. 

 

8. Conservation Issues / Unfinished Business/ Miscellaneous 

 A. Open Space Plan Draft discussion 
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  Mr. Lavallee said we are in good shape with it.  We are 

going to tie it into the POCD.  It includes what the intent of the 

commissions, open space committee and conservation commission, in 

their roles protecting the landscape of Southington. 

 I took from many different towns many theories and applications 

of how to provide the best bang for the buck when pursuing open space.  

This is what I came up with. 

 I think the new open space website is going to tie into this very 

well.  It’s user-friendly.  It has a section for suggestions we will 

take and apply them to seek more input from the public.  It is the 

people’s land.  That’s what the open space website is supposed to do. 

It should go live within a month.    They are wrapping up the video 

portion of it. 

 A link has been set.  I’m just refining a few things with the IT 

Director.  I think it is a great product.     

 Discussion. 

 It will be posted right on the front page of the website. 

 A November referendum is for $2 million for open space purchases.  

We’ll see what happens. 

 

 The Chair reported on the POCD committee.  We had pretty much our 

last meeting.  We have a break in August.  As of September, the 

consultant will prepare a draft POCD document.  There’ll be more 

comments to address. 

 The Chair still wanted to have a meeting to address that draft.  

Address the watercourses and wetlands issues more.  Should we have a 

special meeting?  Mr. Lavallee will speak to the Director about it for 

his advice on this.   We are doing a lot of work with the inventory of 

open space right now.  Classification and mapping.    It helps with 

grants and that type of thing.  You see the interconnectivity of the 

parcels if something comes up as an offer to the town to get 

contiguous parcels.       

 Discussion. 

 The Chair clarified she wanted the conservation commission to 

focus on and review those sections or chapters of the POCD so we are 

focusing on the right areas and it will be shown in the document.  Mr. 

Lavallee said there is a good representation.   Is September a good 

time to take the draft, go through it and have a special meeting?  Mr. 

Lavallee said it is important enough to do that. 

 Discussion of having a special meeting or workshop.   Mr. 

Lavallee said he would talk to Mr. Phillips about how he wants to 

handle that. 
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 Everybody agreed with that. 

  

 Mr. Lavallee reported on Crescent Lake.  The forester is going to 

be doing some invasive treatment on hopefully about 24 acres up there.  

They shifted gears and focused on the treatment areas.   The theory is 

now to go to an area on the perimeter that has a few of the species 

and attack that.  That prevents the spread.  We want to work from the 

outside in.  Hopefully what we are doing is going to balance the cost 

of the treatment with the yield from the sale of the timber.  The 

whole goal is to have a healthier core. 

 Discussion of the primary invasive plants. 

 

 Mr. Lavallee advised on the DeFashion Street matter.   He is 

letting everything grow back in now.  He said he would come in with 

the rock material in place and then plant.  There is progress.  Just 

not as quick.  It is an investment.  Keeping in mind it was disturbed 

up to the shoreline but it was grass.  The plan is to have a 

vegetative buffer and then the grass and then some rock areas around 

the bank to stabilize it.  We’re on it. 

 Mostly the rest is education and keeping an eye on all the road 

projects.   

 Advised on the Steeple  Chase Subdivision extension.  The 

crossing came in nice.  The sewer tie in grew back.  Just keep an eye 

on the lots now.  The road is done.  It’s nice. 

 

9. Adjournment –  

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

seconded. Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:41 o’clock, p.m.) 

  

   


