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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, October 6, 2016 

7:00 pm – Town Hall Council Chambers 

75 Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

MINUTES 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a meeting on 

Thursday, October 6, 2016 at the Town Hall Council Chambers, 75 Main 

Street, Southington, CT. Theresa Albanese, Chair, called the meeting 

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

 Commissioners:  Christopher Borowy, Jeff Crown, Walter Grover & 

James Sullivan 

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 A quorum was determined. 

 Absent:  Greg Ali & William Camp, Commissioners                

   John Fusco, Alternate 

                      

 A quorum was determined. 

 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by everyone in attendance. 

 

Approval of Minutes: 

 Regular Meeting of September 1
st
, 2016 

  Mr. Grover made a motion to approve as presented which Mr. 

Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Special Meeting of September 8
th
, 2016 

  Mr. Borowy made the following correction:   In the second 

sentence from the end, right before the meeting adjournment, note, 

where it says:  Mr. Borowy asked for more information on the hazardous 

waste mitigation. I’d like to change hazardous waste to “potential 

soil and/or groundwater contamination” because those are two different 

things and it is important that we be clear about what our purview is. 

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to approve with that amendment by Mr. 

Borowy.   Mr. Grover seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice 

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

scheduled for action. 

 None this evening. 

 

Inland Wetland / Floodplain Filling Applications: 

 A. Information/Action:  IW#1254 / FF #248 – Application of 

Cranberry Cove, LLC seeking to disturb floodplain, construct a portion 

of parking lot, landscape, and grade within the 100’ Upland Review 

Area of the Quinnipiac River.   Property located at 102 W. Center 

Street. 

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

Plantsville, CT represented the application. 

 We did present this at the last meeting and we did have a site 

walk.  Mike Lambert, professional engineer from my office, was present 

at the site walk.  And, Tom Petras was with you, as well. 

 We’ve made some modification to the plan based on Mr. Lavallee’s 

review.  We provided a checklist response letter to his comments.  I 

believe that we’ve adequately addressed his concerns, but I’ll let him 

to speak to that. 

 Some of the things we incorporated into the plan were mulch logs 

in front of the silt fences for erosion control.  We added notes 

regarding dewatering the site.  And, discharges and we have a comment 

that this site is being graded a little bit lower to provide 

floodplain mitigation.  Even though we have a floodplain filling 

application, we are actually providing excavation of the floodplain.  

We are not proposing any fill in the floodplain. 

 We added a row of shrubs along the edge of our filter strip.  

And, we added a wooden guardrail in that area and got rid of the curb 

stops.  We have a nice rustic guardrail that runs along that edge of 

parking area and we think it will look a little nicer with the grass 

area and it will function as well or better than the curb stops 

originally proposed. 

 This site has had multiple uses.  Originally it was the Perillo 

Oil site.  I do have Jeff Gworek here from Diversified Environmental 

Services.  We know the commission has some concerns about this site.  

The property owners have had Phase I and Phase II studies done on the 

property and we will be moving forward with recommendations on the 

Phase II. 

 I did provide Mr. Lavallee with the summary of the Phase II, the 

most recent one from when the property was purchased by the applicant. 
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 Jeff will give you a brief overview of what our next steps are as 

we move forward.  We want to try to keep this process moving forward, 

as well, in order to be able to get the funding we need to do the 

cleanup and then the construction on the property. 

 I’m sure you are familiar with what we are doing here as far as 

the parking and the type of storm drainage we’re proposing.  It’s an 

infiltration.  It’s a low impact design.  We did add some piping to 

keep water flowing across the parking lot but generally we have 

infiltration trenches around the parking lot and we have floodplain 

mitigation to compensate for our storage in the floodplain work we’re 

doing. 

 The site is relatively open right now.  We did add throughout the 

site some benches, bicycle racks and things like that.  We also added 

a walking path from the parking lot down along the edge of the river 

and back up.  We kept that outside of the tree line but we also have 

some notes that would permit, with Mr. Lavallee’s review, some limited 

clearing along the edge of the river just to give us a better access 

to the river if we wanted to do kayaks or canoes on the edge of the 

river.  I think recreation along the river was something the applicant 

was interested in.  And, I think that the commission felt that some 

sort of access to the river would be beneficial.  That is part of the 

revised plans.          

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lavallee brought up insurance issues for the applicant with 

this.  Maybe it can be entertained in the future depending on the 

draw.    An easement may be necessary.      

 Discussion. 

 The benches by the river were discussed.  A concrete bench would 

be necessary to prevent any type of flotation.  It is not on the plan.  

But we can add that if you want.   Mr. Lavallee said that could be a 

stipulation with agent approval.  It might come up at the time of site 

plan.  If you show them on the site plan, I can approve it 

administratively.  Whatever the commission is comfortable with. 

 Mr. Giudice added they did propose connection points to the rails 

to trails as the PZC felt they would really like this connection.  

There are some legalities that need to be worked out with the state. 

 We did make modifications engineering wise as far as sanitary 

sewers and things like that.  But generally the site as propose is 

very similar to what was originally submitted to this board. 

 Discussion on the location of the floodway as shown on Sheet C-1.  

The 100-year floodplain was discussed on the map.   The whole site is 

within the floodplain and only a portion of the site is within the 

floodway. 
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 Jeff Gworek, Diversified Environmental Services, 93 Industrial 

Drive, Southington presented.  He noted he has been retained by the 

client to review what has been done on the site so far and basically 

provide recommendations and oversee going forward.  Basically, 

mitigate anything that’s found, any remediation that may be needed in 

compliance with the DEEP. 

 My company had done the prior work in 2003, the Phase I and Phase 

II.  And, ECS was involved in the Supplemental Phase II that was done. 

 The summary provided to you is by ECS in 2005. 

 The site is not a (inaudible) site and the client is not required 

to do remediation but we plan on working with the town and providing 

updates going forward based on what you need.  I plan to work with the 

client and the regulations. 

 I don’t know what you have been given and what you have reviewed, 

but I’ll answer any questions you have. 

 The Chair noted the only thing they’ve been given is the 

Supplemental Phase II.  We received that today and many of the 

commissioners have not had a chance to review.  We are going to take 

some time to review it after this meeting. 

 We do have some questions.   We do not have the original Phase I 

or the original Phase II.  Mr. Gworek noted they were done in 2003.  

He would fully recommend completing a Phase I to see what has been 

done on the site since at least 2005 when ECS did the Phase II. 

 Mr. Gworek continued that the site is not considered an 

establishment and nothing would be required to be done on site unless 

they enter a voluntary remediation program with the DEEP.   The first 

step I would recommend is a Phase I. 

 The Chair noted with the Phase II they received, a nine-page 

report, they did not receive any of the appendices, tables or lab 

results, figures.  It is hard to review something when you really want 

to look at it and you can’t figure out what it has addressed other 

than looking at the recommendations.  It would be good to have a copy 

of those. 

  Mr. Gworek said he hasn’t walked to the site but there were one-

inch monitoring wells and they may or may not be there.  A concern is 

just seeing how far any of the contamination they did see how far it 

extends.  Groundwater flow is to the southwest to the Quinnipiac River 

and it does appear the furthest wells installed in 2005, you can see 

the grades of contamination decrease as you get closer to the river.  

With this development, you are going to be demolishing and rebuilding 

and it would be nice to have some more down gradient wells (closer to 
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the river) to see how far that extends.  That’s a concern of mine 

going forward with the project. 

 Most of the petroleum they found was not lower than the six-foot 

level.           

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lavallee asked if the wells be long term or short term for 

monitoring.  Mr. Gworek explained it would be dependent on what you 

find. However, I would imagine you are looking at least two years of 

sampling.           

 Discussion. 

 There are twelve wells out there already and I would add a 

minimum of three wells and a maximum of six.  Depending on how many we 

find and how many are actually working. 

 Mr. Lavallee added his checklist has been covered. 

 Mr. Borowy asked Mr. Gworek, outlining potential remediation and 

other activities to take place on the site, can you go beyond with 

anything concrete the installation of wells?   Mr. Gworek said right 

now several years ago they did outline specific areas of where they 

believe the horizontal extent of petroleum contamination was.  Some of 

the wells did not show any petroleum detection which means it is not 

in the groundwater there.  It’s hard to say.  It cannot say where it 

is and how far the extent would be without installing additional 

wells.            

 Discussion. 

 Locations of down gradient wells to be installed were discussed 

briefly. 

 Mr. Borowy asked if he could talk at all about the soil 

contamination?   Mr. Gworek said currently, based on his review, in 

the loading area, ECS had found in the Phase II in 2003 some petroleum 

contamination along with VOCs related to petroleum release.  

Everything was between zero and six feet in depth with nothing found 

lower.           

 Discussion. 

 A few hits of lead were found and they did additional leaching 

procedure analysis on.    Based on the result, the numbers were just 

above.           

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy noted having been given a report on the day of the 

hearing, we are at a disadvantage.  Having skimmed through the report, 

correct me if I am wrong, but it seems to me five of eleven borings 

test sites came up positivity for lead above the state’s residential 

direct exposure criteria or the groundwater pollutant mobility 
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criteria.    Mr. Gworek explained they were done by the twenty times 

rule at that point.   He noted of the four one foot samples submitted, 

two of them were above the PMC for lead.  That is right at the surface 

and he would not expect lead to be a wide spread concern.   Any 

remediation done on site, the soil would be stockpiled and remove from 

the site.           

 Explained. 

 Mr. Borowy asked Mr. Gworek if he looked at the recommendation of 

ECS at the time of the report.    

 Mr. Giudice commented as the recommendations in the report, the 

applicant’s intent is to develop the site.  The area of contamination 

is right around these buildings (indicating) where the containment 

wall runs.  That is the area identified in the report.  I do have the 

full report but I am not sure how this Phase II report is going to 

play into our approval or denial of the application. 

 The applicant’s intent is to remediate what needs to be 

remediated in order to develop the site and that’s why we asked Mr. 

Gworek to come onboard.  We want to be sure as we move forward we take 

appropriate action as needs to take place.  He noted the report is old 

and wants to do more monitoring to make sure nothing has since changed 

on the site.  I felt you would see that as a positive step in the 

right direction. 

 Moving forward, out intent was to remove the area of 

contamination and then we propose to lower the site with excavation on 

site.  The remediation is something that’ll happen before we do 

construction.  We intend to take’s Jeff’s recommendations moving 

forward. And then move forward with the construction of the site.  

 Discussion. 

 We can do the remediation, but in the wells and still monitor the 

wells. 

 Different direct exposure criteria by the state DEEP was 

discussed.   Residential vs industrial/commercial. 

 Mr. Borowy pointed out, to give a characterization to the site of 

industrial/commercial when we are talking about public access, 

benches, canoe launches, walkways, I would just be ---- Mr. Giudice 

interjected the contamination is mostly subsurface.  It is still a 

commercial site.  I don’t see why we can’t fall under the commercial 

category.  Nobody is going to be living here.  We have a parking lot, 

buildings and grassed areas.  I think we would fall under that 

commercial/industrial category.  Certain precautions have to be taken.  

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy said from solely a wetland perspective, we have to 

keep in the mind the fact that any of this potential contamination is 
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all directly in a floodplain and therefore can affect river and water 

quality in the area which is our purview.  Mr. Giudice said it is a 

possibility and if it is going to happen in the future, it is 

happening right now.  This entire site is in the floodplain.  I don’t 

think anything we are proposing --- if anything we are going to make 

the situation better than it is right now.  Right now you have an 

uncontrolled site.  Mostly gravel and grass.  You have oil storage 

tanks on the sites with options for future possible contamination.  

This is going to be a retail site without any of that.  This is 

definitely an improvement for the environment and for the residents in 

the area. 

 The Chair agreed it is an improvement, but looking at the 

demolition plan, all of it is occurring within the upland review area 

which is in the floodway.  And, your parking and impervious cover.  I 

think the biggest struggle is going to be during excavation, 

mobilization, stockpiling and what you encompass when digging up all 

the trees and soils.  Is there going to be protocol in place during 

demolition where you are going to be testing, as well?  Are there 

going to be inspectors there observing things?   That the protocol at 

a site like this when doing demolition?    

 Mr. Giudice responded it would be irresponsible for us not to 

have someone on site.  I don’t know what the minimum process is, but 

from our perspective and to make this commission comfortable with what 

we are doing moving forward, we would have Jeff on site during the 

process. 

 Mr. Borowy clarified:  So you agree, Mr. Giudice, that this 

commission has jurisdiction over the performance of the cleanup, 

demolition and mobilization?  Mr. Giudice answered:  I think that you 

have jurisdiction over preventing the wetlands and watercourses from 

contaminated by the soils.  I agree with that.  We have to rely on the 

professionals to implement that plan.   

 Mr. Gworek explained his experience on sites and the protocol 

that he follows.   

 The Chair pointed out she is concerned about the forested area 

and the area within the upland review area that is going to be 

completed wiped out.  It might not be a trigger, but it is an area 

that should be looked at, as well. 

 Mr. Gworek said based on the site information, the extreme 

horizontal and vertical extent is known.  As far as an ongoing 

release, I don’t believe anything is new to the site except for 

digging up something and finding something. 

 The Chair pointed out it is an eleven-year old report.   Mr. 

Gworek said from the report and soil borings done on site he would not 

expect to find anything.  
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 Mr. Borowy noted that Mr. Gworek said previously the site would 

not be bound to any mitigation completion.  They wouldn’t have any 

need to do mitigation.   Mr. Gworek stated under the current statutes 

they would have no need unless the updated Phase I found one of the 

five triggers for them to be an (inaudible) establishment.  Explained 

criteria.  That’s what the updated Phase I would be for. 

 Mr. Borowy said that would be take care of one of our charges 

which would be to insure complete mitigation safely managed to prevent 

release.   Mr. Gworek said yes, thus the recommendation for additional 

down gradient monitoring wells to see if anything is further migrating 

into the wetlands or the river. 

 Mr. Giudice clarified given the grassed area and upland review 

area here, the only thing we are really proposing in that area other 

than removal of this building is the walking path.  We are not 

proposing to strip that area or take up any trees.  Our intent is to 

leave it as natural and pristine.  From my review of the report, the 

contamination is in this area (indicating).  We are proposing very 

limited impact activity in the upland review area.  The walking path 

is the biggest impact.    A positive addition to the plan.   

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy stated this site is unique and carries unique risks to 

our purview and to the safety of the groundwater and wetlands so we 

need to be careful, as well.  We don’t get this type of application 

every month. 

 Mr. Giudice said he was sure commission’s concerned could be 

addressed moving forward.   We can do things properly. 

 Mr. Borowy pointed out there is indeed precedent from September 

2009 for a similar site which can remain unnamed and the conditions 

included purview of the soil disposal from a potentially contaminated 

site.   Mr. Giudice said they would have no issues with that. 

 Mr. Borowy said that given the short time we have had in order to 

review some of this material and given what I expect would be the 

applicant’s attempt to try to mollify some of our concerns and address 

them in a concrete plan or some kind of formalized proposal, I would 

move we table IW 1254 an FF 248. 

 Mr. Crown seconded.  Motion passed 5 to 0 on a roll call vote. 
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 B. Information:  FF #249 – Application of Limitless Energy, 

LLC seeking to install a ground mount solar array within the 

floodplain.   Property located at 178 Newell Street. 

 Neil (inaudible), Limitless Energy, LLC with Chris if AGA 

Millwork, owner of 178 Newell Street. 

 The proposal is to put a 132 panel ground mount, two 6 by 11 

systems.  I have given you the distance it would be from the river.  I 

put an application in to see what we have to do moving forward and 

what the regulations are. 

 The Chair noted it was 124.66 feet from the center line of the 

Quinnipiac River.    There is a 100-foot upland review area.  This is 

behind the rear of the building.  It is in this field area and part of 

the forested area.  It is paralleling the rear of the building. 

 Mr. Borowy asked for distances from the building and the river.  

The Chair said it is about 60 feet.   

 The applicant’s representative said it is proposed to be 24 feet 

from the building and then the width of it would be about 22 feet. 

 The applicant added is partially in the floodplain.   

 Discussion. 

 The applicant stated that to his knowledge, as to the back of the 

building, they are farther down. 

 The applicant said he wanted to do this because he has a lot of 

electrical equipment and it would be a benefit for my business.   I 

have a very similar system installed at my home here in Southington 

and I recommend it. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table.   Mr. Sullivan seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for October 25
th
 at 5:00 pm. 

 

 

Communications 

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

items other than those scheduled for action. 

 None this evening. 
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Conservation Issues/Unfinished Business/Miscellaneous 

 Mr. Lavallee stated that anyone else interested in going to 

CACIWC should let him know.  It is for November 12, 2016.  And, the 

town does pay for it. 

 Mr. Lavallee advised he is going to a workshop on invasives --- 

Connecticut Invasive Plant Working Group --- and hopefully he will 

have some information to bring back. 

 Mr. Lavallee said he sent out a memo to all developers in the 

event of a hurricane to button down the hatches and check and E&S 

controls.    Now that it is not coming our way, we have some nice 

tight erosion and sedimentation controls in town. 

 

 

Adjournment 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Crown seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:00 o’clock, p.m.) 

 

 

  


