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SOUTHINGTON INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, November 3, 2016 

7:00 pm – John Weichsel Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

REVISED MINUTES 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a meeting on 

Thursday, November 3, 2016 at the John Weichsel Municipal Center 

Assembly Room, 196 North Main Street, Southington, CT. Theresa 

Albanese, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:00 with the 

following in attendance: 

 Commissioners:  Christopher Borowy, William Camp, Greg Ali,* & 

James Sullivan 

 Alternates: John Fusco 

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Assistant Town Planner 

 A quorum was determined. 

 Absent:  Walter Grover, Commissioner                

     

 *(Arrived at 7:02 o’clock, p.m.)                    

  

 A quorum was determined. 

 

3. The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by everyone in attendance 

 

4. Approval of Minutes 

 Regular Meeting of October 6, 2016 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve as submitted.   Mr. Camp 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Special Meeting of October 25, 2016 

 Mr. Crown made a motion to approve as submitted.   Mr. Borowy 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (*Commissioner Ali joined the meeting.) 

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

scheduled for action 

 None 
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6. 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 102W. Center 

Street. 

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

Plantsville represented the application. 

 Kathy Rickard, a principal of Cranberry Cove, LLC is also 

present. 

 This property is located at 102 West Center Street.  This is our 

third meeting and one site walk that we’ve had moving this application 

along at a comfortable pace. 

 We did do a site walk and we did make revisions to the plans from 

those recommendations and comments from the Assistant Town Planner.  

Those revised plans have been submitted. 

 We made some changes, including a walking path around the site.  

An area was added in through here (indicating) that may not be the 

most desirable feature and I haven’t had time to remove that from the 

plan.  That was a result of conversations with the Assistant Town 

Planner.  I will leave that up to you if we should leave it or 

something you felt wasn’t beneficial, then we would be happy to 

eliminate it.  

 One of the biggest issues with this site has been the 

environmental issues and the plan for cleanup of the site.  I’ve been 

with Diversified Environmental Services (DES) and we came up with an 

outline submitted to the Assistant Planner.   I can go through the 

bullet points to indicate our plan of action moving forward. 

 - A previous Phase I and II were done by DES in 2003.  A 

Phase II was done by ECS in 2005.  Those plans are old so we’re 

proposing to start over with a Phase I Assessment.  We’ll prepare an 

updated Phase I to evaluate the current conditions and to see if 

anything has happened since the previous reports were done. 

 We would also determine the applicability of state and federal 

programs. 

 - We believe the Phase I would recommend a Phase II.  We 

would perform that investigation which would include fill sampling and 

groundwater monitoring. 

 Based on the results, we have two scenarios: 

 A. If the levels were acceptable or below remediation 

standards we would move forward with the proposed development plans. 
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 B. If the levels exceeded the recommended levels, then we 

would move forward to a Phase III investigation.  We would determine 

the lateral and vertical extent of contamination through monitoring 

wells and groundwater investigation. 

 - From there we anticipate the removal of the oil storage 

tanks on site, one way or the other. 

 - We would remediate any soils on site that don’t meet the 

acceptable levels. 

 - Then we would move forward with construction. 

 

 Either way we would have post remediation ground water monitoring 

as necessary to make sure we don’t have any migration of any 

contaminated soils on site. 

 My goal was give you a plan of action.  This would all be done 

with full disclosure to this commission or Mr. Lavallee. 

 The timeline for the Phase I is we hope to get it done in the 

next two to three months. 

 The Phase II would follow.  Depending on the recommendations, I 

would anticipate probably a six-month period. 

 It’s possible we could start moving on some of the tank removal 

at the same time we’re doing the ground water monitoring and 

remediation.  We don’t look at this as an extremely long term process, 

except for the post remediation monitoring.  We hope to get this all 

done within the course of a year or so. 

 The post remediation time span is two years with established and 

new wells. 

 Mr. Borowy said it is a fine work plan by DES.  Especially with 

the clarifications provided.  What I don’t see is a tie that this is 

indeed a commitment by the applicant.  If we could have some kind of 

addition to the application recording for the application and our 

consideration that this is the scope and work plan being committed to 

by the applicant I think that will tie that together. 

 Mr. Giudice said the applicant is here and she can attest to that 

fact verbally, if acceptable.  We reviewed this with the applicant and 

she is comfortable with our plan of action to move forward. 

 Kathleen Rickard, 1317 Mount Vernon Road, Southington.  This has 

been an ongoing process.  I’ve lived in town my whole life.  I am 

committed to making sure that this property is taken care of with the 

utmost care and diligence.  You have my word.  You have my commitment 

to follow the recommended plan of action. 
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 Mr. Borowy asked what exactly the end point would be for the 

removal of contaminants.  What is the cleanup level that you are going 

to work to?  You said removal of the soils to an acceptable level but 

that’s not defined.  Can we stipulate what those concentrations and 

standards might be which I suspect would be from the state’s 

Connecticut Remediation Standard Regulations.    Mr. Giudice affirmed 

that would be the recommendations.   

 After discussion, there was no issue leaving the proposed 

walkway.   A pathway on the far side of the river (indicating).  Just 

a loop along the edge of the parking lot along West Center Street and 

the edge of the river right at the edge of the tree line.  No proposal 

to do any clearing.  Passive recreation of that area. 

 The boat access was discussed.  It is not part of this 

application but if we go forward with that, we will come back. 

 With the two years of monitoring if levels are found in 

exceedance for the groundwater and show a migratory pathway to the 

river, there is going to be another remedial action plan put in place 

to address those concerns at that point questioned the Chair.  Mr. 

Giudice said it is in the applicant’s best interest to have a clean 

piece of property.  If remediation is necessary, we would have to come 

back noted Mr. Giudice.          

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy stated that with that in mind, he’d like to thank the 

applicant for having taken into consideration our concerns about the 

site’s history and the current state of the site and I’d like to thank 

you for the additions you’ve given us this evening and therefore move 

for the approval of IW 1254 and the approval of a recommendation on 

the FF #248 as given.  The two stipulations: 

 - A statement in writing as to what was stated on the record 

as to the plan of action to be followed. 

 - The remediation would be up to state standard’s criteria. 

 Mr. Camp seconded.   Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 B. Information/Action:  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) owner of Limitless Energy, LLC and Krstof owner 

of AG Millwork. We are here for the application of 132 panels of 

ground mount solar.  You had the site walk so you are familiar with 

the area and we were seeing how to proceed.  What you would like us to 

and anything you would like to bring to our attention. 
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 Mr. Lavallee had requested information.  On site, we noticed 

there was some clearing done prior to any permission. It goes hand in 

hand with a solar array, but typically you find the best spot for it 

first and then clear, as necessary.  That was short circuited a bit, 

for whatever reason.  As part of the approval it should be noted that 

some restoration should be done with some low shrubs (blueberry, 

winterberry, holly) in that southeast portion.  It is about 1500 sq. 

approximately.  If we do it 10’ on center, it’s probably ten or 

fifteen shrubs.    

 The applicant has no problem with that. 

 The Chair advised that maintenance would have to be done to the 

plantings so invasives don’t grown making the restoration worthless.  

Monitoring would have to be done.  The applicant understood. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to send a favorable recommendation for 

FF #249 with the stipulation that low shrubs be planted where 

discussed with the recommendations of Mr. Lavallee. 

   Mr. Sullivan seconded.  Motion passed 6 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

 

 C. Information – IW #1255 – Application of Baccus, LLC seeking 

to develop an 8-lot resubdivision with roadway, grading, drainage, and 

storm water management facilities.   Property located at 460 Marion 

Avenue. 

 David Carson of the OCC Group, Cheshire, CT represented the 

applicant. 

 This application is part of an 8-lot resubdivision plan on 

approximately 15 acres located on the southerly side of Marion Avenue 

opposite where Frost Street intersects. 

 The parcel is a portion of the former LaCourse Estate which many 

years ago encompassed this entire area.   He gave a history of the 

parcel from 1985.  At that time of that subdivision, there is a 

homestead house which remains and is under renovation.  And, a house 

on the opposite side of the pond which burned down a number of years 

ago and the proposal is to rebuild in the same location.  The house 

actually fronts on Marion Avenue and it is the same configuration as 

the original subdivision.  The difference is on this side of the pond 

there were 5 large rear lots with a private access way out to Marion 

Avenue and those lots were oversized as they were rear lots in the R-

20/25 zone. 

 Presently, there is an access drive that comes in off of Marion 

Avenue and serves the existing homestead house and also serves two 

houses which were part of the Miller Farms Subdivision which was done 

a number of years ago. 
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 The proposal is to replace the access drive with an actual formal 

town roadway, cul de sac, before we get to the existing house and to 

build five new houses on that roadway.  

 All lots will be served by public water and on-site septic 

systems. 

 The grading and utility plan was discussed for the proposed lots. 

 The storm water system for the proposed roadway was described. 

 Very little grading is associated with this proposal.  The 

roadway is basically on grade with the existing driveway.  The plateau 

is fairly level.  Simply clearing trees and minor grading to actually 

construct houses, driveways and septic system. 

 There is no proposed disturbance of the regulated wetlands and 

there are a few minor incursions into the 50’ regulated buffer.  

Explained. 

 In response to Mr. Lavallee’s comments and planning, we have 

addressed all of those comments.  We’ve provide written responses and 

incorporated them into the plan.  We are awaiting engineering 

department comments in order to prepare a comprehensive revised set.   

 It has been submitted to the water department and revised to 

their satisfaction. 

 It has been submitted to the Natural Diversity Database.  There 

is an area identified which is the edge of the corner.  I did talk to 

them and the species is the Eastern Box Turtle. 

 We have incorporated the addition of a split rail fence system 

running along the 50’ buffer line all development lots.  Our proposal 

to put the split rail fence in with wetland placards.  There will be 

deed restrictions in each lot with regard to the use of the pond, 

itself.  The restrictions were originally placed by Mr. LaCourse 

himself when subdivided in 1985.   He reviewed the restrictions. 

 Docks are allowed.  On the plans and in the deeds, it will be 

specified that any activity beyond the 50’ limits as demarcated will 

require the individual lot owner to come back for a permit whether for 

the installation of a dock or a trail through the woods to the edge of 

the pond.  On this side, it is wooded right to the edge of the pond 

except for the existing house which has a beautiful concrete dock. 

 That is an overview of our proposal.  I am prepared to answer any 

preliminary questions you have.  You will want to do a site walk. 

 The wetland limits on the plan are current.  David Lord did the 

flagging.  The entire pond is flagged.  It’s a natural, spring fed 

pond private owned by the property owners that surround it. 
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 The floodplain itself, the maps are quite inaccurate.  Explained 

we did an analysis on the watershed. The watershed for this pond is 

only 60 acres, approximately.   

 A concrete spillway at the southerly end regulates the flow.  At 

the peak, even of a 100-year storm the level over the spillway would 

rise 6” or less.  Limits of the actual 100-year floodplain are a 

matter of a foot outside the limits of the pond. 

 The existing driveway was discussed. 

 Tree clearing on the site was discussed. 

 Access to Lot 8 was discussed. 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Sitewalk set for Saturday, November 19
th
, 2016. 

 

 D. Information – IW #1256 – Application of HQ Landscaping 

seeking to reconstruct a failing timber retaining wall with new block 

wall within the Upland Review Area.  Property located at 685 East 

Street. 

 Kurt Holyst, 1 Saw Mill Lane, Plantsville, CT owner of HQ 

Landscaping, represented the application.   The application is go in 

and take a pressure treated timber wall that is rotting and falling 

over and replace it with an ornamental block wall so that the client’s 

pool doesn’t fail.  We want to go in with a small rubber track machine 

to remove the timbers and dig for the footing for the ornamental block 

wall, being stone, and rebuild the wall in the existing space that the 

timber wall was at. 

 The wall is holding the material back that holds his patio up.  

So you have a pool, the patio and then the wall. 

 We’ll end up disturbing 2 ½ feet to the right of the wall because 

I have to go in and stagger the wall.  The excavator is 68” wide.  

We’ll be a few feet to the right and a few feet to the left.  It is 

existing fill when they built the pool.    

 On the right side of the wall, there is some --- nothing that has 

to be cut.  There is some brush but can be trimmed.  No trees.  Just 

some scrub brush that could be trimmed.  Dave Lavallee came out to 

view it before we submitted and we talked about possibly replanting 

with some plants.   

 Mr. Lavallee said he had no issue with the work.  The concern was 

the possibility the edge is close to but not in the wetland.  It is an 

important repair based on the condition of what is there. 
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 The Chair said she was okay with Mr. Lavallee acting as an agent.   

I don’t see a need to go out and look at this.  You could table this 

to the site walk and set the site walk 14 days after tonight, we can 

act on it.   

 Mr. Borowy is comforted by the fact it is not a natural terrain 

as it is now being disturbed.  It is just re-creation of what has 

already been done in the past. 

 Mr. Sullivan made a motion to table IW #1256.   Mr. Camp 

seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

   

 E. Information – IW#1257/FF#250 – Application of North Ridge 

Golf Club, LLC seeking to clear trees, grade, dredge irrigation pond, 

fill irrigation pond, and create new pond for golf course 

improvements.   Property located at Welch Road/North Ridge Golf Club. 

 Andrew Quirk, Principal, professional engineer with Kratzert, 

Jones & Associates.  I am here tonight with Mark Lovley, the applicant 

from Lovley Development. 

 David Lord was involved with the wetland delineation for the 

project. 

 The project site is associated with North Ridge Estates which was 

approved in 2013.  It’s the westerly portion, a 60-acre open space 

parcel retained by North Ridge Golf Club with a conservation easement 

to the town that is being reconstructed for the 9-hole golf course as 

was anticipated with the project. 

 Presently, the last phase of the roadway construction is 

beginning and the holes on the easterly portion of the golf course are 

closing and we’d like to begin work on renovating the golf course as 

part of the ongoing process for the development. 

 Explained the 60-acre parcel bordered by Welch Road to the north, 

Grannis Pond and the wetland system to the west and North Ridge 

Estates to the east.  The wetland limit was pointed out.  The easterly 

portion is associated with Grannis Pond and a large wetland system 

running through the middle.  The pond areas were pointed out. 

 A wetland associated with the road drainage was also pointed out 

as well as a wetland pocket between the fairway areas. 

 There is 26 acres of wetlands as delineated by David Lord.  There 

is floodplain associated with the Eight Mile River and the floodplain 

limits were pointed out on the plan. 

 The proposal is for a new clubhouse on Welch Road in this area.  

For the most part we will be reusing the fairways and greens and 

renovations to the golf course. 
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 He explained the changes to holes 1 through 9.  The primary focus 

for wetlands is in this area (indicated) and mitigation, as well. 

 Hole 1 will have buffer impacts with the wetland area untouched. 

 Hole 2 has a new T complex.  There is wetland impact.  We’d like 

to just cut with a flyover area to the fairway here (indicating). 

Mitigation is planned to restore with shrubs.  Try to maintain the 

soils and the function as they are but have it clear for shots up to 

the fairway. 

 The biggest impact area deals with the pond here (indicating).  

It is a manmade pond between the fairways and it interconnects to the 

fairway system to the south.  We want to reconfigure the shape.  We 

are showing filling the easterly portion of the pond and expanding and 

deepening the westerly portion.  They will still interconnect the same 

(indicating).          

 Discussion. 

 For activity area # 1 on the map:  there is 11,000 sf of upland 

review area impact. 

 For the clearing of the vegetation but leaving the stumps and 

mitigating that wetland area with shrubs is a 4,000-sf area. 

 The pond area (indicating) filling to the east is 21,000 sf.  

 We wanted to create a larger area so we have a net gain in the 

pond in terms of area and depth.  It’d have a better pond environment 

if it was made deeper in area is 26,000 sf so there is a net gain in 

the pond area. 

 For a smaller area, here (indicating) along Fairway 6, along the 

edge of the wetlands, there is shrubs and small trees we’d like to 

clear for playability.  That has an upland review area impact of 3,000 

sf. 

 The buffer mitigation, we are proposing several areas.  Explained 

and indicated on the map.  To restore the whole easterly edge of the 

buffer is a substantial area.  Also, the north end of this pond 

(indicating) to mitigate.  And, also to mitigate and restore this 

buffer area (indicating) there is a storm water management area for 

the subdivision and there is a finger where some of the underdrains 

from the golf course connected to restore this buffer area which will 

result in a net gain in the buffer areas. 

 Alternatives to not have any impact to the ponds were discussed.  

One would have more impact to the main wetland system.  Explained.  

This would be expanding the overall limits of the golf course with 

impacts to the perimeter wetland system. 
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 The second alternative was to not impact the wetland system to 

the west or the pond and to try to expand the play without changing 

the pond configuration and we would have to put a green further down 

here (indicating) and the next T would impact the main wetland system 

to the south.   

 Not impacting the pond would have greater impact to the perimeter 

and the outer wetland systems. 

 We did receive staff comments and we’ve started working on those.  

He explained some of the revisions which are in red on the plan. 

 One revision suggested does not change the outer limits but does 

reduce the wetland impact by 8,000 sf.   

 The other is the cart path.  There were concerns about the buffer 

area here (indicating) along this wetland pocket and trying to reduce 

that.  If we change the cart path, we can reduce that buffer impact by 

6,000 sf.   

 Between the golf course architect and the applicant, we’re 

willing to make those changes. 

 The summary on the impacts is that right now with the present 

application we’d be looking at 25,000 sf of wetland impact.  Then 

about 30,000 sf of mitigation.   

 For the upland review area, 52,000 sf and we balance that with 

the mitigation areas for the upland review area. 

 There is also floodplain filling for the pond but we have more 

than enough compensation with the additional area and depth to have a 

net gain in floodplain storage. 

 As to reductions, if we leave the easterly portion of the pond, 

we would cut that wetland mitigation down by about 8,000 sf.  And, the 

reduction of about 6,000 sf in the upland review area.  We’d have a 

significant net gain in wetlands and upland review areas. 

 Also, the floodplain impact would be reduced.  Compensation would 

stay the same but the impact would be reduced. 

 This would require an Army Corp application.  We’re anticipating 

a Category II permit given that we are over 5,000 sf. 

 The same Natural Diversity Database impacts or review came into 

play.  Eastern Box Turtle came up in the subdivision process, as well.   

Same contractor and he is aware of the restrictions. 

 I am happy to answer any questions. 
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 Discussion followed on the real purpose for altering the pond in 

response to a query by the Chair.  The Chair suggested construction of 

a cart path across the pond and discussion followed on that. 

 Minimum yardage for play and safety for golfers was discussed. 

 Motion to table by Mr. Borowy.  Second by Mr. Camp.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Site walk set for Saturday, November 19, 2016. 

  

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 

 A. Approval of 2017 Meeting Schedule 

 The Commission reviewed and approved of the schedule for 2017. 

 

9. Adjournment 

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

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:16 o’clock, p.m.) 


