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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, September 3, 2015 

7:00 pm – Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a meeting on 

Thursday, September 3, 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:   Gerard Bernier, Christopher Borowy, Jeff Crown & 

Mary Etter  

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 Absent:  Commissioners:   Greg Ali & James Sullivan  

      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 August 6, 2015 

 Mr. Crown made a motion to approve the August 6, 2015 meeting 

Minutes as submitted.  Mr. Borowy 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 Applications: 

 A. Information/Action:   IW #1245, application of Southington 

Industrial Properties, LLC seeking to fill 12,186 sf of wetlands.  

Property located at 29 & 93 Industrial Drive. 

 Stephen Giudice, Harry Cole & Son along with Brian Panco from 

Harry Cole & Son presented. 

 Mr. Giudice noted this application has been before you for at 

least a couple of months.  You did a site walk. 
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 We are proposing to fill an area of wetlands located on Lot 18R 

and 20 of Industrial Drive.  The subdivision was approved quite a 

while back and there was a pocket of wetlands discovered in this area 

(indicating).  Kind of a random piece of wetland which originally was 

a farm field and this had developed into a wetland. 

 Our original application was to fill the entire wetland.  We’ve 

made changes to the plan since the site walk and we’ve modified that 

filling.  The wetland itself is .3 acres and we are proposing to fill 

about 8,000 sf.    

 We slid the building back and the parking lot in order to 

maintain the upper portion of the wetland. 

 We are proposing a swale that runs along the edge of the parking 

lot to collect water but we are still proposing the filling of a 

portion of that wetland. 

 As mitigation we have a plan to improve the detention with a 

series of wetland plantings.  Tom Petras, soil scientist, came up with 

a pretty aggressive and detailed plan to improve that area.  It is 

developing into a nice habitat and we thought that we could make it 

better by improving the plants in that area. 

 A request was to provide a wetland values and function report.  

We do have a copy tonight which I’ll submit. 

 We’ve made some changes to the plan and we have the report.  If 

you feel you need time to review the report and you have additional 

questions, I’d rather take the time and try to come to a happy outcome 

than to force a decision tonight without all the information that you 

need. 

 Discussion of the previous site plan/layout. 

 Mr. Panco went over the changes to the plan.  The consensus at 

the last meeting was that the conceptuals were a little under 

developed.  We originally showed building on Lot 20 and Lot 18R.  We 

decided to combine the lots altogether sent we felt that Lot 20 was 

not a viable lot for an industrial site.  The commission felt it was 

an approved lot and we should be able to work with it.  We felt the 

best way to approach it was to combine the lots.  

 It showed two individual buildings but we were filling wetlands 

to accommodate driveways and parking and circulation.  To avoid that 

we combined them so we would be able to get the maximum circulation 

for the truck access and vehicular access in the front without having 

to fill the entire wetland. 

 There was another comment about contributing watersheds to the 

wetland.  Prior to the subdivision development the contributing 

wetland was around 10 acres.  Since the development with Industrial 
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Drive being put in and kind of cutting off the wetland from the rest 

of the watershed it was reduced to about .7 acres.  That is a lot of 

the reason why this wetland is drying up and losing some of its 

function. 

 With this plan we tried to save a small portion of the wetland 

and pretty much force as much water as we possibly could into it to 

try to help reactivate the wetland a little bit.  It would be a 

watershed of about 1.1 acres from the new proposal. 

 Discussion of whether the mitigation plan changed in any way.  

Mr. Panco said that is still proposed. 

 The building proposed is one floor. 

 The goal is to be able to have the truck loading for as much 

square footage in the building as possible.  Going up would reduce the 

number of truck loading spaces.  And, the movement inside the 

building. 

 The proposed use is for industrial warehousing.  It’s  on 

speculation with nothing contracted.      

 Discussion. 

 The possibility of flipping the building was discussed.   The way 

the topo is, the loading docks have to be in the back of the building. 

 Discussion of runoff and the swale.  There is pretreatment before 

going into the detention basin. 

 (Pause) 

 Parking space requirements were discussed and the location of the 

spaces and whether they could be relocated or not.   Bay locations 

were noted and discussed. 

 Mr. Borowy stated he would be anxious to absorb the report.       

 Mr. Lavallee noted a 65 day extension would be needed.  Also, 

they are leaving some flexibility here on the table.  If they want to 

talk about moving things around, I am open to it. 

 Mr. Borowy followed up on a point he made fairly strongly at the 

last meeting, with a little bit more substantive approach here --- we 

are cognizant of the fact that the wetlands is severely depleted for 

its natural potential value.  We are very appreciative of what you are 

proposing at the other manmade wetlands and the fact you are going to 

continue to help improve that.  Those are all good things that we’ll 

keep in mind. 

 The detention basin design was discussed.  It is noted it is 

doing a very good job.  And, we can make them better added Mr. 

Giudice. 
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 Mr. Borowy made a motion to grant the 65 day extension.  Mr.  

Crown seconded.   

 (Tom Petras, soil scientist, entered the meeting at this time.) 

 Mr. Borowy withdrew his motion. 

 The Chair asked Mr. Petras to give quick synopsis of the report 

just received this evening. 

 Thomas Petras, wetlands soil scientist.  The wetlands assessment 

pretty much backs up what we previously discussed.  It is a 

compromised wetland.  The major factor in this is the change in the 

drainage.  Mr. Giudice did a calculation and figured out how much 

drainage has been averted.  His diversion was primarily concentrated 

on the surface water because that what they normally do when they 

calculate storm water drainage issues. 

 Compounded on this is the subsurface drainage that also been 

going on from the sewer line in the road, storm drains in the road as 

well as the road cut coming into the industrial park.  It also to a 

certain extend has held down the water table.  That’s the primary 

issue that is affecting this wetland.   

 Otherwise, it is isolated. It is on the upper side of a hillside.  

It’s an old field that’s come back with a mix of wetland type 

vegetation.  And, primarily the wetland previous to the development of 

the industrial park to a large extent was dependent on surface water 

conditions because of the soil present within 20 inches of the 

surface. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion again we extend the application in 

consideration by 65 days at the applicant’s request.   Mr. Crown 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Ms. Etter made a motion to table IW#1245.   Mr. Bernier seconded.  

Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

7. Communications 

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

items other than those scheduled for action. 

 None. 

 

 

8. Conservation Issues/Unfinished Business/Miscellaneous 
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 The Chair asked Mr. Lavallee to send to all the commissioners the 

report submitted on IW#1245. 

 Mr. Lavallee noted as to Crescent Lake, they are moving forward 

with the invasives.  They have one quote and we are waiting for two 

more.  They want to do the harvest in the late winter.  No wetlands on 

that side.           

 Discussion. 

 Working with the forester on the treatment, we are planning on 

working from the outside with the invasives in instead of from the 

inside out.  You want to stop the spread.        

 Discussion. 

 

 As to the matter on County Road, he is letting it grow back in to 

see what comes up.  He will see what comes in and he has some type of 

netting he wants to use to contain the soil that he puts down adjacent 

to make a little beach so it won’t go into the pond.   He will give me 

a sample of that.  Again, it is still a work in progress. 

 As to Anne Road, the town will put some railings on each side of 

the bridge.  We will get it planted in late fall.  We will try to get 

volunteers, i.e.:  a scout group.  Mr. Lavallee’s office will 

coordinate it.   

 The Rafter Protection law was noted. 

 The Chair asked if the commission members wanted to get involved 

in that wetland restoration.   The Chair suggested the commission take 

a site walk to see how it is coming. 

 The email from the Town Planner was noted regarding the 

Southington draft plan of the POCD.  That is on the website.  The 

Chair asked everyone to get a copy and review it.  At the next meeting 

we will talk about it during Item 8. 

  

9. Adjournment 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

  (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:45 o’clock, 

p.m.) 
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