DRAFT
INLAND WETLANDS AGENCY
TOWN OF WOODBRIDGE
REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 21, 2026
	The regular meeting of the Woodbridge Inland Wetlands Agency (Agency) was commenced at 7:48 pm on Wednesday, January 21, 2026, in the Senior Café of the Center Building, 4 Meetinghouse  Lane, Woodbridge, by Acting Chairman Jack Kurek.
	The Agency members present for the meeting were: David Speranzini, Jack Kurek, Jean Webber, Nicholas Zito, Enréne van Tonder and (alternate) Jonathan Smith.  James Armstrong (alternate) was excused.  Agency Enforcement Officer (AEO) Kristine Sullivan was also present. 

ELECTION OF AGENCY CHAIRMAN
	Acting Chairman Kurek asked for nominations for Chairman of the Agency.  Agency members then acted on the following motion:
***	Webber moved to nominate Nicholas Zito as Chairman of the Woodbridge Inland Wetland Agency.
***	Speranzini seconded
***	In favor:  Speranzini, Kurek, Webber, van Tonder and Zito
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval	

AMENDMENT TO ORDER OF AGENDA
	Because of the public hearing scheduled for this evening’s meeting, Chairman Zito asked for a motion to move the item of Old Business regarding the application of Justin Raffone for three lot subdivision with open space of his property located at 20 Blue Trail Drive for action ahead of the schedule public hearing.  Accordingly, the Agency then acted on the following motion:
***	Webber moved to move the item of Old Business regarding the application of Justin Raffone for three lot subdivision with open space of his property located at 20 Blue Trail Drive for action ahead of the schedule public hearing.  
***	Kurek seconded
***	In favor:  Speranzini, Kurek, Webber, van Tonder and Zito
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval	

OLD BUSINESS
Justin Raffone: 20 Blue Trail Drive
Application for three lot subdivision with open space.
	Alan Sheperd, project engineer with Nowakowski, O’Bymachow and Kane and Mr. Raffone applicant were both present regarding the application of Mr. Raffone for a three lot subdivision of property located at 20 Blue Trail Drive which had been formally received by the Agency at its September 17, 2025, regular meeting.  
	Mr. Sheperd noted:
· The revised plans that had been submitted had eliminated the retention basin on Lot # 2 as suggested at the last IWA meeting.
· In response to a comment from the Agency’s consulting engineer, the calculations for the pipe under the driveway to lot # 3 had been reviewed, and the proposed 30” pipe would handle a 100 year storm. 
The Agency then acted on the application as follows:
***	Webber moved to approve the application of Justin Raffone for three lot subdivision with open space of his property located at 20 Blue Trail Drive with standard conditions, based on the drainage report, bond estimate, and plans prepared by Nowakowski, O’Bymachow and Kane entitled and dated:
· “Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut, Drainage Report”, dated August 21, 2025;
· “Lot Bond Estimate, Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 3-Lot Subdivision, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut”, dated December 1, 2025;
· “Subdivision Map Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated August 25, 2025, revised to 9/17/25;
· “Proposed Open Space Area Prepared for Resubdivision of Remaining Land of Blue Trail Estates, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated May 5, 2025, revised to 9/17/25;
· “Overall Site Plan Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated May 1, 2025, revised to 12/1/25;
· “Site Plan Showing 3 Lot Subdivision Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated May 1, 2025, revised to 12/1/25;
· “Driveway Grading and Details-Drainage Plan and Details Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated August 25, 2025, revised to 12/1/25;
· “Soil and Erosion Control Plan Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated May 1, 2025, revised to 12/1/25 and;
· “Soil Test Results and Detail Sheet Prepared for Tru Blue Properties, LLC, 20 Blue Trail Drive, Woodbridge, Connecticut,” dated May 1, 2025, revised to 9/15/25.
Individual permits from the Agency will be required for work on the resubdivision lots which is regulated by the Agency.
The permit approval is based on the Agency’s finding that if developed in accordance with the subdivision plans, there should be minimal or no impact to the onsite wetlands.  
***	Kurek seconded
***	In favor:  Zito, Speranzini, Kurek, van Tonder and Webber
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval	

PUBLIC HEARING
Darius Iswaszkiewicz (sic): 27 Beecher Road
Construct an apartment building on site with some activity in an upland review area.
	The Chairman opened the public hearing on the application of Darius Iwaszkiewicz to construct a 100 Unit Multi-Family Development at 27 Beecher Road with some activity in an upland review area.  
	In addition to the original application materials received by the Agency at its meeting on November 19, 2025, the following items had been submitted after the November 19, 2025, IWA meeting:
1.	Proposed 100-Unit Multifamily Development, 27 Beecher Road, Woodbridge, Connecticut Prepared for Beecher Road, LLC, Grading and Drainage Plan”, Sheet C-3.1, dated 10/22/25, revised to 11/20/25, prepared by Fuller Engineering & Land Surveying.
2.	Woodbridge Inland Wetlands Applicant Position Statement dated as received January 13, 2025(sic)
3.	Review comments dated January  14, 2026 from Martiin Brogie, Inc, Environmental Services, re: Wetland Impact Review, 27 Beecher Road, Woodbridge, CT 
4.	Review comments dated January 15, 2026, from Criscuolo Engineering, LLC regarding 27 Beecher Road, Woodbridge, Connecticut
5.	Response comments dated January 14, 2026, received January 20, 2026, to Martin Brogie, Inc. January 14, 2026, review from Fuller Engineering & Land Surveying, LLC
6.	Response comments dated January 19, 2026, from Aleksandra Mock, Environmental Consultant, to the January 14, 2026, review comments from Martin Brogie, Inc.
7.	Response comments dated January 14, 2026, received January 20, 2026, to Criscuolo  Engineering, LLC comments dated January 15, 2026, from Fuller Engineering & Land Surveying, LLC
8.	Comments dated November 18, 2025, from Fuller Engineering & Land Surveying, LLC, received January 20, 2026, regarding Storm Drainage discharge Volumes.

Attorney Steven Bellis from the Pelligrino Law Firm, started the applicant’s hearing presentation.  Prior to beginning his presentation, he submitted the original certified mailing receipts regarding the hearing for the hearing record.  In his comments he noted:
· The owner/applicant of 27 Beecher Road was Darius Iwaszkiewicz.
· He had previously received approval for farming activities on the property.
· The property is a little over 6 acres in area, with a little wetlands to the rear and high powered electric lines.
· To construct the housing development, the existing structures near Beecher Road would be demolished.
· No construction is proposed within the 100’ (one hundred foot) upland review area.
· The application had been submitted so that the applicant could go before the Zoning Commission.
· The Agency may find that there's no jurisdiction and they can write a letter to zoning and advise them of that. Or they can find that there's no permit needed because there's no activity in a regulated area that's going to likely to cause an adverse impact to the wetlands.
· He had submitted a position statement by the applicant regarding the Agency’s authority.
· A survey map was done with flagged wetlands. The soil scientist was present and would go over her findings.
· There was also a proposed site plan, a grading plan, a drainage plan, utility plans, erosion and control plans, a landscape plan, and detail sheets. 
· The Agency had had the plans peer reviewed, responses have been made to all the questions that were raised by Martin Brogie, and Criscuolo Engineering, which have been submitted.  The plans have also been changed accordingly.
· He had received reports today from the neighbors’ consultants Steve Trinkaus and REMA.  The Agency may want to continue the hearing for responses to those reports.

At this time Attorney Bellis showed renderings of the proposed building. Note: copies of the renderings were not submitted.  Attorney Bellis also noted:
· The public sewer capacity is adequate and there is public water to the site.

Attorney Bellis then introduced engineer Doug Reich. Mr. Reich then reviewed the submitted project plans, whose comments and responses to Agency members’ questions included noting:
· The majority of the wetlands are to the south of the property, continuing on to the neighboring property to the north.  All the wetlands are towards the rear of the property.
· Entrance to the property would be from Beecher Road opposite the school.
· Surface parking is in the front of the building and then subsurface parking goes down a ramp on the south side of the building and parking is provided in the basement garage area.
· Vehicular movement analysis was done for a fire engine, school bus, and Amazon truck.
· There would be clear and safe movements for emergency purposes.
· The site development and grading was designed to respect the upland review area line.
· Utilities would come from Beecher Road.  The Greater New Haven WPCA has reviewed the plans and revisions done per their requirements.
· The sedimentation and erosion control plan would isolate the project area from the rear by a standard double silt fence and water would be captured into a series of detention ponds or sediment traps.  Temporary swales with check dams along the way  would be used to filter out the water before it gets to the to the sediment traps.
· There should not be any sediment reaching the wetlands or the upland view area.
· There are sheets dictating how the sedimentation erosion control would be managed on the site along with the details on plantings.
· There would be coarse particle separators to separate particles and floatables before they get into the infiltration system. 
· There would be oil separators within the garage area which would capture any 
oils and things that may drip off of vehicles. 
· The original plans were revised to:
· Remove the level spread in the upland review area out of the upland review area.
· Correct mislabeling of pipe sizes.
· Storm water would be collected by two infiltrator systems, one for the parking area and one for the roof leaders.
· The systems have been designed for a 100 year storm.
· When the system gets to the full point after a 100 year storm it would go out to level spreaders where it would sheet flow across the land. 
· Post development there would be a net reduction in flow.
· Maintenance of the system would be the responsibility of the owner.

At this time the presentation was handed off to Alexandra Mock, project soil and wetland scientist, hydrogeologist, geologist and landscape designer. In her presentation and in response to questions by Agency members she noted:
· Following up in response to how the wetland is being hydrated is through the precipitation and groundwater and sheet flow from the land surrounding the wetland. To answer if the wetland will get less water, no.  The water will go back to the wetland the way it is right now just via a different way since the storm water will now infiltrate to the groundwater which is going to allow it to be cleaned and then through the aquifer is going to be flowing down towards the wetland and there will be no loss. 
· There are several wetland systems. One from Rimmon Road through a brook, others fed by springs.
· The stone wall on the property line separates the property from a wetland that is fed by a small spring.  There is a wooded buffer between the stone wall and the wetlands.
· 65% of the wetlands on the site are under the power lines and were highly disturbed when the poles were installed.  This area is meadow with invasive species completing with native species.
· Development of the property would be 100’ from a not high quality wetland.
· The eastern wetlands are “high quality” and are buffered by the “disturbed portion of the wetlands.
· Potential impacts to the wetlands in the short term could come from soil compaction/movement which could cause pollution to the downslope wetlands.  The solution to preventing that are the erosion controls: silt fencing, tracking pads, sediment basins and swales.  Storm water would be collected in the basins and clean water would go through the silt fence.
· Long term, no there are no trees that need to be removed.  Storm water would go through the infiltrator system and the soil to be filtered.
· There is a 100’ strip of meadow between the proposed level spreader and the wetlands.
· Water borne pollutants can be removed by plants.

Ms. Hock stated that regarding the wetland line discrepancy cited by the Agency’s consultant, Mr. Brogie, she would be willing to meet with the Brogie to recheck the soil line.

In response to a question by an Agency member, the applicant’s consultants asserted, that despite work proposed right at the edge of the silt fence/100 foot wetland upland review area line, that the applicant is confident he can do the construction work and not enter the upland review area.

At this time, Town Counsel Attorney Nicholas Bamonte, spoke noting that earlier in the day he had been provided with two separate intervenor filings regarding the application which had submitted today, one from Peter Morgan who resides at 52 Rimmon Road and one from Waldon Dillaway who resides at 1196 Johnson Road.  He noted that he had reviewed that filings and determined that they both satisfied the legal requirements established by State Statute to intervene in the application. He added that what that meant was that Attorney Shansky and the parties she represents, should have the opportunity to ask their own questions, make their own presentations, and offer their own experts. He therefore suggested that the Agency provide the intervenors with the opportunity to do that.  Once the interveners have been able to make their presentations, the Agency could open the hearing to comments from the public and then it'll be at the Agency’s  discretion if there's reason to keep the hearing open. 

The following items were received for the hearing record by the intervenors:
1.	Verified Petition for Intervention Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Section 22a-19 by Peter Morgan
2.	Verified Petition for Intervention Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. Section 22a-19 by Walden Dillaway
3.	Letter dated January 21, 2026, from Attorney Marjorie Shansky, counsel for the above named intervenors.
4.	Review of Inland Wetlands Application Proposed 100-Unit Multi-Family Development, 27 Beecher Road, dated January 20, 2026, from REMA Ecological Services, LLC, signed by George T. Logan, MS, PWS, CSE and Sigrun N. Gadwa, MS, PWS
5.	Professional Resume of George T. Logan, MS, PWS, CSE
6.	Curriculum Vitae of Sigrun N. Gadwa, MS, PWS
7.	Third Party Civil Engineering review dated January 18, 2026, of the proposed 100-unit Multi-family Development, 27 Beecher Road, prepared by Trinkaus Engineering, LLC, signed by Steven D. Trinkaus, PE
8.	Resume of Steven D. Trinkaus, PE

Attorney Marjorie Shansky then spoke noting she was representing a group of neighbors who have an interest in the application, including the interveners whose petitions have been accepted. She noted with her where the intervenors, and also Paul Harrigan, Steve Trinkaus, a professional engineer  from Trinkaus Engineering and George Logan who's a professional wetland scientist and soil scientist. 
She began her presentation by briefly discussing the matter of the Agency’s jurisdiction, opining that are circumstances under Section 4 of the Agency’s regulations when no permit is required ~ but that was not case with the subject application. The subject application is an application to conduct regulated activity, which is not only that an activity in the wetlands is regulated, also that activity in the upland review area is regulated and in accordance with case law that the Agency may find that any other activity can be deemed a regulated activity.  The pointed question that the commissioner just asked about the 3 ft between the edge of the building and the upland review area is an example of why the excavation, the construction, the
soil disturbance, all of that regulated activity is within the Agency’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, the application was properly before Agency, and the as noted in her letter to the Agency that afternoon, that the applicant had the burden of establishing its eligibility for the permit being sought.
	Steve Trinkaus, licensed professional engineer, then spoke on behalf of the intervenors.  Earlier in the day, a reported dated January 18, 2026, had been submitted by his firm, Trinkaus Engineering LLC, as well as a resume for Mr. Trinkaus.  In his presentation and response to questions from the Agency members he noted:
· Briefly reviewed his professional background.
· His reports address what does or doesn’t work in the project he is reviewing.
· Runoff from post development conditions, such as roofs, pavement parking lots, etc.
generate a significant pollutant load that can be discharged to the wetlands, water courses, etc. Many of these pollutants can cause environmental impacts as referenced in the back of his report.
· The proposed catch basins with sumps are 2’ x 2’  and do not provide a high degree of treatment. 
· The Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) 2024 Stormwater Manual requires soil testing for subsurface storm water infiltrators to be done to a depth of 3 ft below the bottom of the system. For the first infiltrator system the system is actually about three quarters of a foot below the test pit. So deeper test pits have to be done.
· For the one  for which the elevations have changed from the original proposal, is 7 foot below grade. The test pit calls out mottling, which indicates seasonal groundwater at 87 in. DEEP Manual requires a 36-in vertical separation to groundwater. So that system is not in compliance with the DEEP Manual.
· Also, the applicant did percolation tests. Percolation tests are expressly prohibited by the DEEP Manual. Double ring infiltration tests, bore hole infiltration tests, must be done and done at or below the bottom of the system because that is a soil layer where the water is going to move into, so adequate soil testing has not been done to know that the systems would work. 
· How will the stone and the excavator to get to the level spreaders when the building is literally right up to the100 foot upland review line.  They will have to go beyond the 100 foot review. 
· Based on his review, the Total Suspended Solids (TSS) removal is 14%, not the 90% required by the DEEP Manual.  There is no reduction in nitrogen or phosphorus.
· Water quality impacts from increased pollutant loads do not occur day one after a project's built but are a cumulative impact as that discharge is continually directed towards aquatic systems.
· As with all State municipalities, the town is subject to the MS4 permit, administered by DEEP.  It's a federal storm water permit focusing on addressing water quality of new and existing projects, so that water quality is not worsened.
· Soluble pollutants, especially nutrients, move right through the ground. Nothing catches them.
· The proposed level spreader has no concrete lip.  A concrete lip provides sheet flow, without it, the water flows to the low point of the spreader with a concentrated flow.
· The level spreader also has no treatment.

George Logan from REMA Ecological Services LLC spoke for the intervenors next.  In his presentation he noted:
· Briefly reviewed his professional background.
· He and his associate, Sigrun  Gadwa, also a registered soil scientist, had inspected the wetlands on Mr. Morgan’s property which sits at the shadow of the development.
· Ms. Moch did not get express permission to delineate that wetland. It's possible she didn't know where the property boundary was since in her sketch of the wetlands in her report, it shows the entire wetland on the property, but it's not. So that's a problem. 
· New soil castings of (test) holes, presumably done by Mr. Brogie, were observed.
· Wetland flags #’s 20 and 17 were found and it appears the wetland line should be 25’ to 30’ up the slope which would place the building in the upland review area.
· That area needs to be re-flagged by him (Mr. Logan), but that wouldn’t probably be done for a month or so, given the impending snow forecast and Mr. Logan’s work load.
· Once he re-flags the wetland line, Mr. Brogie would be welcome to also go out.  The actual upland review area can then be determined based on the actual wetland soil line.
· If the wetland line isn’t known, then the application is deficient.
· The property is shown on the town maps as 6.2 acres in area.  But the drainage report says that the property is 28.26 acres. The latter number for the drainage of the catchment areas that were used were the ones used to calculate many things. So brings the whole drainage report under question in his mind.
· The bedrock geology is incorrect in Ms. Moch’s report.
· Her value of the closest wetland does not appear properly assessed in Ms. Moch’s report.
· There are contradictions between the drainage report and Ms. Moch’s report about the dominant soils on the property.  The drainage report lists Agawam soils derived from glacial outwash, Ms. Moch’s report says glacial till.
· With subject site, water quality is an issue because of the high about of impervious surface and the high concentration of vehicles parking being proposed.
· The closer you get to the wetland, the higher the water table. Groundwater
discharges to the wetlands especially in during the early parts of the growing season or during large rain events. The closest wetland is fed by groundwater. 
· If a wetland fed by groundwater is dewatered by having less water feeding it, there can be many adverse impacts to the wetlands, including loss of trees and increase in invasive species.
· Ms. Moch called the wetland “low quality”.  He would describe it as a sensitive wetland as in terms of hydrology and its water quality.
· Based on Mr. Trinkaus’ input there would more than likely be impacts to the water quality of the wetland and also to the hydrology of the wetland. 
· Based on what both he and Ms. Gadwa had observed as shown in their assessment report in their professional opinion that as it sits the application will more likely than not have an adverse impact upon the receiving wetlands.

Intervenors Peter Morgan and Walden Dillaway then gave statements for the public hearing record.  After their statements, Paul Harrigan, a professional engineer and neighbor also gave a statement for the hearing record.

The Chairman then opened the public hearing to public comment.  At this time the following members of the public spoke:
· Bonnie Blake: 64 Beecher Road
· Steven Sosensky: 252 Peck Hill Road
· Songnian Liu: 47 Hallsey Lane
Note: He read comments into the record that he had submitted earlier via email.  Those written comments had been provided to the Agency members in digital and hard copy form.
· Richard Jackson: 1211 Johnson Road
· Robert Hill: 68 Acorn Hill Road
· Fred Anderson: 87 Center Road
· Hafsa Nawaz: 17 Carriage Hill
· Martha German: 1140 Johnson Road 
Note: She read comments that she also submitted for the hearing record.
· Marlow Tineri: 74 Acorn Hill Road.

In addition to the foregoing oral comments, the following written comments were also received and in digital and hard copy form, provided to the Agency members:
1.	Email dated January 18, 2026, from Chris Anton, Racebook Road
2.	Email dated January 19, 2026, from Lynne Drazen
3.	Email dated January 20, 2026, from Peter Morgan with two attached photographs
4.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Songnian Liu, 47 Hallsey Lane, with attached:
•	Three page letter
•	Mercury (Hg) and Methylmercury (MeHg) Cycling at 27 Beecher Road: Scientific Evidence, Regulatory Context, and Environmental Risk Assessment  prepared for the Woodbridge Inland/Wetlands Agency by Songnian Lu, Ph.D dated January 21, 2026.
•	Graphic illustration of the Methylmercury (MeHg) contamination Cycle at 27 Beecher Road: An Integrated Ecological & Human Health Risk
5.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Kathleen E. Mills, 1189 Johnson Road
6.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Angel Abuin, 45 Beecher Road
7.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Rob Rosasco, 6 Westward Road
8.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Bonnie Blake
9.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Kristy M. Laydon, 10 October Hill
10.	Email dated January 21, 2026, from Walden Dillaway 

At the conclusion of comments from the public, Town Counsel Nicholas Bamonte suggested to the Agency members that the application materials be referred to the Town Planning Consultant for regulatory review.  Following a brief discussion, Agency members then acted on the following motion:
***	Webber moved to refer the application materials to Town Planning Consultant Michael D’Amato for regulatory review.
***	Speranzini seconded
***	In favor:  Zito, Speranzini, Kurek, van Tonder, and Webber
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval	

The public hearing was then continued by the Agency by the following motion:
***	Kurek moved to continue the public hearing on the application submitted by Darius Iwaszkiewicz to construct a 100 Unit Multi-Family Development at 27 Beecher Road, until the Agency’s regular meeting on February 18, 2026.
***	van Tonder seconded
***	In favor:  Zito, Speranzini, Kurek, van Tonder, and Webber
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval	
	
SHOW CAUSE HEARING
Peter Forchetti: 106 Seymour Road
Show Cause Hearing an appropriate action regarding restoration plantings not yet done for area of site restricted from being cleared which was cleared and is still being mowed as a lawn.
	 Mr. Forchetti was not present for the show cause hearing.  It was the consensus of the Agency members to defer continuation of the Show Cause Hearing until the Agency’s regular meeting on March 18, 2026, due to the public hearing continuation to be held on February 18, 2026.

NEW BUSINESS 
	None

CORRESPONDENCE
	None

ENFORCEMENT OFFICER’S REPORT
	There was nothing new to report.


OTHER BUSINESS
	None

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
	There was no action taken on minutes this evening.
[bookmark: _Hlk74913489]
SITE INSPECTIONS
	No site inspections needed to be scheduled.

MEETING ADJOURNMENT
[bookmark: _Hlk108797056]***	van Tonder moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:20 pm.
***	Webber seconded
***	In favor:  Zito, Speranzini, Kurek, van Tonder and Webber
***	Opposed: No One
***	Recused: No One
***	Abstained: No One
Unanimous approval		

Accordingly, the meeting was adjourned at 10:20 pm.

Respectfully submitted,


Kristine Sullivan, Acting Recording Secretary
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