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REGULAR MEETING 

 THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 7,2019 

7:00 pm – John Weichsel Municipal Center Assembly Room 

196 North Main Street, Southington, CT 

 

MINUTES   

 

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on Thursday, November 7, 

2019 at the John Weichsel Municipal Center Assembly Room, 196 North Main Street, Southington, CT.  

James Sullivan, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:05 with the following in attendance: 

 Commissioners:  Chris Borowy, Jeff Crown, Shari Guarino, Bethany Solury, & David Byrne* 

 Ex-Officio: David Lavallee, Ass’t Town Planner 

     Absent:   Michael Byrne, Commissioner       

   Jessica Smith, Robert Ives, Alternates 

 (* Arrived at 7:13 o’clock, p.m.) 

 A quorum was determined.         

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was recited by everyone in attendance. 

 

Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of October 3, 2019 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve as submitted.   Ms. Guarino seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

   Special Meeting of October 23, 2019 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve as submitted.   Ms. Solury seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

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

 None this evening. 

 

Inland Wetland/FF Applications: 

 A. Information – IW #1278 – Application of the Town of Southington seeking to install a rip 

rap pad associated with the Spring Street bridge replacement.  Property located at Spring Street over 

the Quinnipiac River. 

 John Ives with AE Comm, design firm for the Spring Street bridge, had a power point 

presentation from the public informational meeting earlier this year to explain the project. 
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 The project is being done because of the condition of the existing bridge deck which has 

numerous potholes and patches.  Because the bridge is on spread footings and it’s not pile supported, it 

is susceptible to scour.  We’re going with a complete replacement rather than a deck replacement. 

 The project is federally funded, 80% federal funding, 20% town funding for design, construction 

and inspection. 

 Spring Street is a very wide road, 40’ wide.   It is 40’ wide because this part of the road was built 

when I-84 was built and all of the local roads rerouted at that time were built like highways by the state 

highway department.  There is a slight horizontal curve and guardrails on the road.   Because it is 40’ 

wide now, we have to go back with a 40’ wide road.  They don’t like to narrow the road when they do a 

bridge replacement or a roadway project because drivers have an expectation of having the same width 

of road that is there now.   That’ll also help us with stage construction. 

 The bridge is a steel bridge.  It has the cast in place deck that is in bad shape.   And there are cast 

in place abutments which is founded on soil.  There are also two drainage outlets, one active and one 

not active, through the existing abutments.  There are 18” pipes that come through the abutments now.  

One was built as a stub when the original bridge was built with the state thinking the town might later 

extend that drainage line down the road to the west.  That never happened.  So that pipe has no water 

coming out of it. 

 The pipe on the east side is active and has active drainage coming through it.   The drainage 

comes from outside the project, not within our project limits, but it outlets through the abutment. 

 He explained the flood zones from the FEMA maps.  The 100-year flood does overtop the road 

to the east of the bridge.   This is a condition we’re not really going to address with the project, but we 

are not going to make anything any worse.  The reason why we are not going to pick up the roadway 

profile to get out of the flood is because the town has a sewer main that currently dead ends to the east 

of the bridge and they want to extend that by gravity to the west.  If we were to pickup the road you 

would need a pump station at the bridge to carry the sewer that would be very, very expensive and at 

the town’s cost not reimbursed under the project. 

 Mr. Borowy asked about the scour.   Mr. Ives explained from the latest bridge safety inspection 

report, the bridge has a scour critical appraisal rating of 3 and that’s not based on condition or 

undermining of the existing abutments but is based on the potential for a flood event to cause scour at 

the bridge.   (Illustration shown and explained.) 

 Based on comparisons, it is believed that in a major flood event you could experience loss of 

support at one of the abutments which means the bridge is going to fall in the river. 

 We are going back with a structure that is supported on steel piles which will go all the way 

down to bedrock and the bridge will be designed for pressure flow making it completely resistant to that 

type of scour event. 

 Mr. Ives clarified there is no pier with this bridge, just two abutments.  It’s a short span on a very 

wide road. 

 Mr. Ives showed a picture of what the bridge will look like when it is done.  Very similar to West 

Center Street which was just recently completed.   Updated parapets, new deck, guardrail. 
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 It will be built to current code which is more load than when the original bridge was 

constructed.   The bridge doesn’t have a load rating problem right now.   It’s more just the condition of 

the deck and the deterioration of the reinforcing in the deck.   And, the potential for scour. 

 We’re maintaining the existing roadway alignment and width.  We’re coming very close to 

maintaining the existing profile.  We’re just picking up the road a little bit to make the grade for the 

sewer main work well. 

 (*Mr. Byrne entered the meeting at 7:13 o’clock, p.m.) 

 Stage construction will be used to build the bridge.   You have two 20’ lanes and bidirectional 

traffic existing.  During construction, at the beginning of construction, we’ll put a barrier down the 

roadway and have alternating one-way traffic with signalization at either end of the barrier and we’ll 

demolish about two thirds of the existing bridge.    

 We’ll build about two thirds of the proposed bridge and then move traffic on to the proposed 

bridge, two-way traffic, and then we’ll demolish the remainder of the existing bridge and construct the 

remainder of the proposed bridge and open back up to two-way traffic with the same roadway width we 

had before. 

 There will be a new sewer main beneath the structure.  It will be extended out to Smoron Drive 

and dead ended there until it will be picked up at a later date and extended to the west. 

 The state is pushing very hard for a one season construction.  Explained the permit processing.   

They are pushing for 2021 construction rather than 2020.  It’s an ongoing conversation.  We’d like to see 

it built sooner.   They think this like three months. 

 (The Chair seated Commissioner Byrne at this time.) 

 Mr. Ives continued.    He showed an overhead view of the staged construction for the project.  

There is a driveway at 293 Spring Street.   Smoron Drive was pointed out as a dead-end road with two 

properties.  A moving company at the end and a farm.   

 All drainage that outlets through the eastern abutment comes from back here to the east 

(indicating).   That is beyond the project limits.    

 In the first stage, we have alternating one-way traffic on the south, barrier curb and traffic 

signals.  We are rebuilding the north side. 

 The second stage we flip it.  We no longer need the signals because we have two-way traffic and 

we are rebuilding the south portion. 

 He showed a picture of the final condition.  Looks a lot like existing.  Very similar to West Center 

Street. 

 He showed 30% design plans showing what is going on with the drainage.    He noted Spring 

Street and the Quinnipiac River is north/south.  He noted the existing bridge abutments.  We’re building 

behind the existing abutments with proposed abutments.   We’re going to cut down the existing 

abutments just above the water level and water will maintain in the river without using pipes or any 
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coffer dams or sheeting during construction.  It will just be where it is now behind the existing 

abutments.  We will be building in the dry and behind them. 

 The drainage the currently comes down from the north side of the road and now outlets 

through the existing abutment, because of where we need to cut the abutment down to, we can’t 

maintain that.  So, what we are proposing to do is put in a manhole to redirect that drainage outlet, 

have a pipe end up there (indicating), so we can outlet at the proper elevation. 

 The drainage comes down the north edge of road (indicating).   And, we looked at every way we 

could to get this outlet away from the wetlands.  The problem is the elevation that the pipe comes 

through the abutment now is about 153.5.   And, at that elevation all around the existing bridge, it’s 

about the same elevation as the wetlands.  We can’t move the pipe up because it is at a very, very 

shallow grade.   The water from beyond our project limits from the catch basins to the east, it is coming 

down this trunk line, at this main, at a grade of about a half percent.  Just enough to convey flow. 

 We don’t have any opportunity to pick up the pipe or the outlet because of that very shallow 

depth grade, so we’re stuck with an invert elevation at the end of the pipe of that 153.5.   Because of 

that, this contour here is 154 (indicating) and you can see it kind of follows the wetlands.  It is the same 

to the south of the bridge.   

 We are showing that we’re cutting off the pipe at this manhole (indicating) and we’re putting in 

a pipe to the north of the proposed bridge.  We have a flared pipe end that comes out of a slope and 

then because this is an 18-inch pipe, which could convey a lot of drainage, water, we need a riprap pad.  

We’re showing a riprap bad.  We’ll pull back the pipe end as far as we can, but we do have a wetland 

impact here (indicating) right at the river. 

 This is the wetland line (indicating) and the edge of the Quinnipiac River is probably less than 

ten feet away from the flagged wetland line.   

 Mr. Borowy asked:  In current state, this trunk line or main as you call it, under the bridge, flows 

continuously past the river.   Mr. Ives answered it dumps right out into the river.  Mr. Borowy said in the 

photo shown, you noted a dead plug, but the other side is live, dumping into the river.   Mr. Ives said 

that was right. 

 Mr. Borowy clarified:  We are really just rerouting and existing discharge.   Mr. Ives said yes, but 

rather than dumping it directly into the river, it is going to go through the riprap pad.  We don’t like to 

do direct discharges into the river.  They want a little bit of overland flow and the riprap pad will kind of 

decrease the velocity of the water and it will stop a scourable from developing at the end of the pipe so 

you won’t lose the pipe end over time.   Mr. Borowy said you will find that this commission would 

second those intentions. 

 Mr. Lavallee asked if there were a sump in the manhole for the drainage structure or can you 

put a sump in there in case there is a spill on the roadway?   Mr. Ives said they could look at the last 

catch basin before this one.   Typically, you might have a run of a trunk line or drainage and it will be like 

several catch basins and then the last catch basin, you’ll have a four-foot sump.  A typical sump on a 

catch basin might be two feet but the last catch basin before the outlet will have four feet.  And, the 

manholes typically inside the manhole, the top is open to get down to where the pipes come in.  You 

typically have a brick interior that will come halfway up the pipe to help direct the flow.    
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 You have a full pipe coming in and then within the catch basin you have like a cup shape that 

would make this curve to direct the flow within the catch basin. 

 We’ll look at the last catch basin. There should be a sump there.  Maybe it’s just needing to be 

cleaned out.   We’ll look back at it. 

 Mr. Lavallee also asked if there were any geotextile under the riprap.  Would here be a problem 

not doing the full length in case you want something to grow up through the riprap so there is no loss of 

any vegetation that could possibly come through?     Mr. Ives thought the state would want the standard 

detail.  But he felt over time it would fill in.       

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Ives will take comments back to the state because they have to review it because of the 

funding source.   We can ask them about the sump and state the concern and find a way to make that 

happen whether at the manhole or the catch basin.   

 Mr. Borowy asked if they were going to leave the bases of the existing abutments in place.   Mr. 

Ives said they are going to do that.   (Showed a drawing indicating that and explained.)  There is a limit as 

to how far down we can cut this and maintain water in the channel.   In order to build behind the 

existing abutments while maintaining water in the channel, we can’t cut them down below the two-year 

flood line which is about 154.   It also is right where the pipe comes through the existing abutment now.  

That pipe is in conflict with the proposed structure and behind the existing abutment.    

 Mr. Borowy stated in a minor way you are increasing floodplain capacity overall.   Mr. Ives said 

there is a minor raise in profile of about six inches and we have some cut under the bridge.  We have 

done the hydraulic analysis and that shows zero rise in any flood event from the existing to the 

proposed condition. 

 Mr. Borowy asked staff:  With that existing concrete being left and exposed to the water and 

degradation over time with some minor alkalinity if it is typical cement, do we want that removed or 

would there be no negative effect to the water?   Mr. Lavallee felt it would be the same as if the road 

were abandoned and they allowed it to deteriorate over time.  He didn’t see it as an issue 

environmentally. 

 Mr. Borowy stated we could ask for the ideal that it be totally removed and there would be no 

cement infiltration into the water.   Mr. Lavallee said part of the issue is the initial disturbance as you 

would have to over excavate that and dewater it or somehow reroute the water with a pump around.  A 

lot more time and disruption in my opinion.      

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Ives was thanked for his presentation. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table.  Ms. Solury seconded.  Motion passed unanimously on a 

voice vote. 

 No need for a formal site walk.   Each commissioner could go out on their own if they want. 
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Communications 

 A. Reports from Public, Press and Ex-Officio Members regarding items other than those 

scheduled for action 

 None this evening. 

 

 

Conservation Issues/Unfinished Business/Miscellaneous 

 A. Approval of 2020 Meeting Schedule 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve the 2020 meeting schedule.   Ms. Guarino seconded.  

Motion passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 - On the 23rd is CACIWC.  There are a number of sessions.   See Dave Lavallee if you want 

to plan on going. 

 - Mr. Borowy passed around a pamphlet explaining what this commission does for 

forestry.   Mr. Lavallee noted there needs to be a plan if it is over a certain amount of acres.    

 - Mr. Lavallee advised at Novick Orchards they put a bug house at the pollinator garden.   

 

  

Adjournment 

 Mr. Crown made a motion to adjourn which Mr. Borowy seconded.  Motion passed unanimously 

on a voice vote. 

 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 7:37 o’clock, p.m.) 


