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CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
INLAND WETLAND & WATERCOURSES AGENCY 

REGULAR MEETING 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2020 
On Line/Via WebEx & telephone 

7:00 pm 
  

MINUTES   

 The Southington Inland Wetlands Agency held a regular meeting on Thursday, December 3, 

2020 via WebEx teleconference and telephone, James Sullivan, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:01 

o’clock, p.m.  with the following participating: 

 Commissioners:  Chris Borowy, Matthew Bunko, David Byrne, Greg Ali,* William Kowalewski & 

Bethany Solury 

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

 (*Joined meeting at 7:01 pm.) 

      Absent:  Jessica Smith, Alternates  

     

 The Pledge of Allegiance to the American Flag was waived. 

 

James Sullivan, Chair, presiding: 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 Regular Meeting of November 5th, 2020 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to approve as presented.   Mr. Kowalewski seconded.  Motion 

passed unanimously on a voice vote. 

 

REPORTS FROM PUBLIC, PRESS AND EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS RGARDING ITEMS SCHEDULED FOR ACTION 

 None this evening. 

 

INLAND WETLAND/FF APPLICATIONS: 

 A. Information/Action – IW #1283 – Application of Rebecca Fede and Deborah Elliot, 

seeking to disturb Upland Review Area for new home construction.  Property located at 300 Pratt Street. 
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 Ronald Wolff, PE, representing the applicants presented.  He summarized changes made to the 

plans since the previous meeting. 

 (Shared Screen) 

 We received suggestions from Da vid Lavallee that we relocate the driveway turnaround area 

further to the west.   (Indicating)   We moved the house and the driveway further to the west so that the 

hammerhead (indicating) was completely out of the 50’ buffer to the wetland line.  We moved it further 

away from the wetlands and the vernal pool per the suggestion. 

 Another comment was about the sight lines, so we provided another drawing showing the sight 

lines to the north and south on Pratt Street.  (Indicated)   It shows the sight distance of 335’ both to the 

north and the south.  It shows the trees within the town ROW and the brush removal needs to be 

performed to obtain those sight lines.  Not a wetland issue, but Dave picked it up and we provided that 

drawing. 

 Eric Davison, the soil scientist is with us this evening and he can answer any questions you might 

have.    

 That summarizes revisions made to the plan. 

 The Chair wanted to make the point clear that the vernal pool determination, whether it is a 

vernal pool or not hasn’t been performed, but again I see the 100’ number in the recommendation, but 

just for the record per the Southington IW Regulations, we have a 200’ buffer in Section 3.   It doesn’t 

match the recommendation of the report given and there was no discussion based on the 200’ buffer 

that is clearly in the regulations. 

 Mr. Wolff acknowledged that is in the regulations.   We need you to understand that this was an 

existing lot.  It was a substandard lot before we started working with the applicant.  He noted the 

original property lines.  The applicant took some property they owned from a larger parcel and gave it to 

this parcel to make this parcel more conforming and it at a minimum gave the parcel area for a house, 

well and septic system.  And, access into the property. 

 We have no other location for access to the house.   We have the driveway situated as far as we 

can from the wetlands and the vernal pool while still being able to maintain the northerly property line 

which is the stone wall (indicating).  We can’t shift the driveway any further to the north or away from 

the wetlands.   We don’t have any actual disturbance in the wetlands. Everything is in the review area.  

The applicant acknowledges what we’re showing a potential vernal pool is a vernal pool.  And, realizes 

that we don’t really have any other options to provide access to the lot.  We understand you have a 200’ 

regulated area for vernal pools.  It is difficult to maintain that to an existing building lot and also 

considering that where that vernal pool is was once the proposed house site.  The foundation was 

excavated but just never completed and it turned into a vernal pool.   That’s the history of how the 

vernal pool came to be. 

 Eric Davison, soil scientist, clarified the recommendation in his letter is a recommendation about 

what is important for the biology of the vernal pool and that is a no disturbance zone of 100’.  The 

difference being your 200’ boundary is a 200’ regulated area meaning you are interested in reviewing 

any activity within 200’ of a vernal pool.  That is not quite the same as what I’m saying which is scientific 
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evidence suggested that the best way to protect a vernal pool is to avoid disturbance within 100’.  It is 

different than a regulated area. If that makes sense. 

 Mr. Borowy offered he would like to remind the applicant that vernal pools are regulated and 

protected by the Connecticut Inland Wetland and Watercourses Act and they’re also federally 

protected.  I’ve been on the commission almost 20 years and I’ve seen less than 12 vernal pools in 

applications. Maybe 10 so far.  And, I’ve never seen one that was so potentially intrusive or the activities 

proposed being so potentially intrusive in such a close proximity to this resource. I’d like to express 

severe concerns about that.   Mind you, that is in applications, never mind a finished approval granted 

by this commission.  I’m approaching this very warily. 

 Mr. Wolff summarized by saying that we’ve responded to the review comments to the best we 

can and there is really no other access to the property other than what we have shown.  If we can’t get 

access this way, the lot would have to be a taking or condemned because it doesn’t have frontage any 

other place available to get a driveway. 

 The applicant has approached the neighbor to the north to see if an easement was possible and 

that wasn’t an option. 

 We tried to provide the best alternative we could for this property. 

 Mr. Byrne asked about south of the vernal pool.  Mr. Wolff said that area (indicating) is all 

wetlands.  The town has a discharge pipe that discharges on to the property from an area east of Pratt 

Street.  There is a culvert crossing and it is essentially a big wetland area. 

 The Chair asked about the foundation.   Do you know when that was started?   Mr. Wolff said he 

understood it was in the 60’s or 70’s.  No exact date.  He noted the original outline of the lot (indicating) 

saying it was about 1/3 acre.    The Chair wanted to verify it was put in before the agency was set up. 

 Mr. Wolff noted they incorporated the vegetative swale to capture the runoff from the driveway 

and the cleared area surrounding the house and direct that stormwater to the south away from the 

vernal pool.   That’s all I have on it. 

 Mr. Borowy advised he was extremely concerned about the precedent we might set if we were 

to approve such an application in anything like it’s present form with such activities within 200’ of the 

vernal pool.  It is a significant concern to me as to what we might be saying for future applications. 

 As an alternative to consider, would the applicant consider waiting until springtime to make a 

final determination as far as any biological confirmation of this being a vernal pool?   

 Mr. Wolff said he spoke to Mr. Davison about that.  Even if it turned out that it was or wasn’t a 

vernal pool with the additional studies, we wouldn’t have too many alternatives, if any, to gain access to 

the property.  There is no other way to get in there.   The driveway is 12’ wide and we could make it 10’ 

wide in that area but it’s not really going to change the application too much.  But if that would make 

you feel more comfortable with it.   We’re stuck between the wetland boundary on the south and the 

property line with the stone wall on the north.  That’s all we have to work with for gaining access to the 

house site. 
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 We are not asking for approval of a subdivision with a new building lot.  This lot was here and 

we are trying to work with it.   We have the septic system approved.  The soils ae suitable.  If we were 

coming in with a five-lot subdivision and we had a house and a driveway within 20’ of a vernal pool, I’d 

fully understand that is a different situation that the commission wouldn’t want to set precedence, but 

for an existing building lot to be condemned, I don’t know that that is really setting precedence. 

 The Chair said as mentioned it is a modified lot.   It’s not clearly the existing lot.  It has been 

modified.   Mr. Wolff explained we modified it to make it more conforming to zoning and to give it more 

land out of the wetland review area.   We brought it into zoning compliance.  We gave it enough 

frontage and lot area.   We gave it a substantial amount of upland area.   If we other property available 

to give it to provide access and frontage for a driveway, we certainly would’ve done that. 

 Mr. Lavallee said they’ve met the checklist items.  There were other alternatives tossed around 

a bit in terms of further protecting the side of the driveway from the pool, whether it was a stone 

bedded fieldstone wall.  Regardless of what you do, you’ll disturb that area with any permanent 

structures or anything like that.   

 You have options to table at this point if you think there may be something else you need out 

there.   Do you want to see the limits of work flagged?  Or you need some further description of how 

construction vehicles will access the site.  Long term, it is a narrow driveway, but you have to make sure 

the vehicles can get in there.  Cement trucks, what have you? 

 Mr. Borowy said the driveway and construction activity is another concern for me.  We would 

have not only the physical damage to the environment in the immediate proximity to the vernal pool 

but also the potential gasoline, hydraulic, hydrocarbon contaminants, silt runoff.   I thought it was said in 

the last meeting that the runoff from the driveway cannot be driven to the north because of a rock wall 

and grading.  And, the stormwater has to run to the direction of the vernal pool.  Yet, another concern 

with this application. 

 Mr. Wolff advised an expert has been provided to discuss that.  I can provide you with some 

protection for that short area of 100’ where the vernal pool and the wetlands are closest to the 

driveway.  I would suggest we could incorporate a stone wall in that area, on the south side of the 

driveway, that would be built on a crushed stone footing to provide a physical barrier between the 

driveway and the wetland and the vernal pool.  It would also allow for some infiltration of the runoff in 

that one location to get absorbed into the ground rather than just enter the vernal pool.  We could put 

that right along the edge of the driveway.   I’m hesitant to propose anything vegetative or a swale in that 

area because a few plows in a snow storm and the swale might not be there.    

 Discussion.  

 I can’t tell you I can make the driveway to the north because it is just going to come around at a 

low point and flow to the south again.  The water wants to flow from north to south. 

 Mr. Lavallee said we could ask for further research if there are any similar projects that the 

experts are familiar with that ran up against this situation and what their remedy was. 

 Discussion. 
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 The Chair said to be consistent, we’ve typically stayed away and haven’t had anything this close 

to a vernal pool in the ten years I’ve been on this board.   Whether manmade or not.   There is nothing 

in the regulations for manmade or natural. 

 Mr. Borowy added the key point here is the applicant has stipulated this is a vernal pool and yet 

it may not be.  If we can wait until spring for an assessment most of this concern goes away, obviously. 

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Lavallee explained the extension time with the COVID which extends it an addition 90 days 

from the 65 days that is available which would bring you thru April.   The Chair commented that would 

be the preferred path. We may be putting severe review on this project when it may not be necessary. 

 Discussion.        

  Mr. Ali said we should find out if it is an actual vernal pool.  That only makes sense. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table application #1283 for further study.  Mr. Ali seconded.   

Motion passed 7 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

   

 B. Information/Action - IW #1284 – Application of Town of Plainville seeking to replace two 

36” culverts under Town Line Road.   Property located at 246 Redstone Street. 

 John Bossi, representing the Town of Plainville, presented.     We request permission, a wetland 

permit, for the installation of two 36” concrete culverts to replace an existing 36” metal culvert.  The 

request is necessary because we are extending the culvert southerly to avoid the installation of a 

headwall.  

 The Town is taking steps to propose a silt curtain to address silt that may be created as a result 

of construction.  We have silt fence surrounding the construction activities to prevent migration outside 

the proposed work area.    

 This project is state funded through the LOCIP Program. It was reviewed at the last meeting.  I’ll 

answer questions. 

 The town line runs, generally speaking, a little bit off the southerly curb line of the road. 

 Mr. Borowy advised he felt we had arrived at the tentative conclusion at the last meeting that 

the proposed protective measures sound sufficient and particularly with Mr. Lavallee’s oversight of the 

project, I would move we approve IW #1284.  Mr. Ali seconded.   Motion passed 7 to 0 on a roll call vote. 

  

 C. Information – IW #1285 – Application of Mt. Southington Limited Partnership seeking to 

remove and reconstruct a building within the upland review area including a septic system.  Property 

located at 396 Mount Vernon Road. 

 Sev Bovino, Planner with Kratzert, Jones & Associates, presented on behalf of the applicant.   He 

advised the property is at 396 Mt. Vernon Road.  It is a large parcel with multiple buildings one of which 

is used as a ski school which is building shown here (indicating) at the southeast corner of the property 

near a manmade pond (indicating).    
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 The building (indicating) is right near the edge with the decking.  It will be removed and replaced 

with a new building.  The easterly drainage of the building will be the same.  The decking of the new 

building will extend north and west. The building will be larger than the current building.  The footprint 

will be probably double the existing building.  It will be away from the edge which is the drainage right 

now. 

 The closest point to   the wetlands is about 30’ at this location (indicating).  The decking will be 

about 30’ from the pond.  There is an existing chain-link fence that surrounds the pond and goes north 

around the pond and east and south and comes back.  The activity will take place west of the chain link 

fence.  It will be contained within the area. 

 The septic system is partially in the upland area and the building is partially in the upland area 

(indicating). 

 The proposed disturbance of the upland area is about 3,000 sf but just about 900 sf of it is 

permanent and the rest is temporary.   Then it will be graded and loomed and seeded again. 

 The building is slab on grade with no basement.  No footing drains.   

 The grades are west to east and then it goes northerly and then east.  We maintain the same 

drainage pattern.  We are not changing it.  

 We are proposing underground storage for ground water recharge, picking up the roof water 

from the new building and directing it to the underground storage. 

 We responded to staff comments in writing.  The plans have all the appropriate notes and 

details. 

 No cars will be stored at this site.  There’ll not be any fuel if needed during construction inside 

the 50’ upland review area.   If any groundwater is found during construction and dewatering necessary, 

we will use filter bags to prevent any siltation. 

 The proposed runoff is not concentrated.  We are maintaining the same sheet runoff as existing. 

Silt fences surround the activity area.   We will use straw bales as recommended by staff, silt sacques 

during construction to prevent siltation and they will be disposed in an appropriate and environmentally 

friendly way. 

 The proposed upland disturbance area is about 3,000 sf but the actual permanent disturbance is 

900 sf. 

 This is used as a ski school currently and it will be the same use afterwards.  About 30 kids use 

the slopes in this area.  The ski school will be improved.  Two floors with one for storage and office space 

for employees. 

 I’ll answer questions. 

 The decking was discussed as being above ground with piers every 8’ or so.  Typical deck.

 Discussion. 

 Mr. Borowy requested a site walk to see the terrain and proposal. 
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 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW#1285.  Mr. Kowalewski seconded.  Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Each commissioner to go on their own for the site walk. 

 

 D. Information – IW#1286 – Application of the Town of Southington seeking to perform 

work within the 100-foot upland review area associated with the rehabilitation of the Plantsville 

wastewater pump station.  Property located at 806 South Main Street. 

 Amy Sowitky, PE with Tighe & Bond and project manager for a lot of the wastewater work we 

have in town.  In 2014, we completed the wastewater facilities study and we recommended that five 

pump stations be upgraded due to the aging equipment and potential hazards.  This pump station was 

built in 1973 on an easement from Volpe’s.   It’s around the corner from the Hop Hause and Zingarella’s.  

We are proposing to replace the drywell configuration pump station with a submersible type pump 

station based on a reduced footprint and cost. 

 My team here is Joe Canas who is a principle engineer specializing in stormwater management.  

And, we also have Rick Canavan who is a principle environmental scientist and is part of our Connecticut 

wetland group.   Joe Canas will discuss the details of the stormwater management plan.   

 Joseph Canas, licensed professional engineer in the State of Connecticut and also a certified 

floodplain manager with the firm of Tighe & Bond presented stormwater aspects of the application.  

This is right behind Volpe’s at 806 South Main Street. 

 Access to site is off a long driveway from South Main Street immediately to the north of Volpe’s 

main building.   The pump station right now is housed in a building constructed in 1973. 

 The wetlands are associated with the Quinnipiac River which is located down a bank behind the 

pump station building.   The wetland limit line is pretty tight to the river because the bank is so steep.  

Floodplain nicks the northwest corner of the site.  The existing pump station is outside the floodplain. 

 Your regulated area extends sort of to the east (indicating) and kind of bisects the middle of the 

site. 

 Access to the site is paved. 

 (Site Plan on the screen) 

 The existing pump station is being demolished and replaced with a submersible pump station 

which means it will be substantially below grade.   You see the access and some exterior controls.  We 

have a weatherproof control building there, just an enclosure, which is above grade.   There is a pad for 

a generator. 

 There’ll be new paving.  Some is replacement and some is additional requested to facilitate 

snow plow movement.   

 As to the stormwater management design, a quick overview, right now it flows westerly across 

the site and sheet flows down to the river and there is no treatment.   Southington is regulated by DEEP 

under the MS4 Stormwater permit.  Explained the requirements. 
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 We are proposing an infiltration chamber just behind the pump station complex.  Runoff will get 

into it by discharging to a catch basin at the corner just behind the generator.  Explained. 

 We did a test pit and we did not find any bedrock or groundwater.  We did tests to ensure that 

the soils were good enough so that system would drain down in less than 72 hours as required by the 

2004 Stormwater Quality Manual. 

 We located the chamber as close as we could to the pump station complex to get it away from 

the embankment and the wetlands. 

 We are proposing a landscaped buffer to improve upon the buffer that’s there now.  It’ll consist 

of pepper bush and chokeberry.   

 Total impervious coverage for existing coverage is 2,776 sf.  Under proposed conditions it will be 

3,251 sf.   That’s an increase of 575 sf but it is important to point out we are providing treatment of the 

stormwater where none currently exists.  And, in effect, we are disconnecting 2,776 sf of existing 

pavement. 

 We received staff comments issued on December 1st.  We don’t see any significant changes to 

the design as a result.   For stormwater management, we will add a hood to the catch basin, but that’s 

not a problem.  And, in terms of floodplain impact, we are well outside the floodplain. 

 I’ll turn it over to Rick Canavan to discuss wetland impact. 

 Rick Canavan, registered soil scientist and professional wetland scientist with Tighe & Bond 

continued.  This site, the resource is the Quinnipiac River.  There are no additional wetland soils on the 

site.   It’s a watercourse delineation that occurred, a pretty abrupt bank at the river.  It’s apparent where 

the limit of resource is.  I think Joe and Amy covered a lot of it. 

 The work is really focused in areas that are existing disturbance so the investigation of soils did 

occur up the pump station to confirm there were no wetland soils up there and they show evidence of 

disturbance which is also apparent from the pavement and development in the vicinity of the pump 

station.   The project is designed to keep the development as far from the river as possible.  A tight site.  

And, to provide the green buffer and stormwater improvements on the river side of the site. 

 A comment was to submit a NEDB request which we will do.  Looking at the habitat on the site, 

clearly keeping the construction separated from the river corridor is really the key.  It could be wood 

turtle traveling in the river corridor and other nonlisted species using the river as a wildlife corridor.   

 The project is set up for both construction and operations to try to keep the wastewater 

infrastructure separate from the river so there is no conflict between maintaining the remaining river 

corridor and also maintaining the wastewater infrastructure.    

 Certainly, it is a water quality benefit to maintain wastewater infrastructure this close to the 

river and we don’t want accidental release of any wastewater in this area or anywhere but not to the 

river.   I don’t want to understate the importance of this type of rehabilitation for keeping systems 

working properly. 

 Happy to answer your questions. 
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 Discussion of doing a site walk. 

 Mr. Borowy made a motion to table IW #1286.  Ms. Solury seconded.   Motion passed 

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 Commissioners will do site walk on their own. 

  

COMMUNICATIONS 

 Reports from Public, Press and E-Officio Members regarding items other than those scheduled 

for action. 

 None this evening. 

 

CONSERVATION ISSUES/UNFINISHED BUSINESS/MISCELLANEOUS 

 The Chair asked about the Stewart Drive issue.   Mr. Lavallee informed the commission that it 

turned out well.   He would say it was minimal disturbance.    Apparently, it was an old pasture and the 

homeowner went in to clear out some of the invasives.  One tree was cut, but it was storm damaged.  

He completely understands the importance of keeping that riparian zone in its vegetative state.  I think 

the neighbor assumed some things.  He was a gentleman and walked me through there and there are no 

other concerns thee. 

 Mr. Lavallee advised we are closing on a number of the open space purchases.  That’s good to 

hear, too. 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

unanimously on a voice vote. 

 (Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:04 o’clock, p.m.) 


