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TO: MEMBERS OF THE INLAND WETLANDS AND WATERCOURSES COMMISSION 
  
RE:  CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING MEETING – Tuesday, January 13, 2026 
 
The Town of Trumbull Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commission will hold a Continuation of the Public 
Hearing meeting on Tuesday, January 13, 2026 at 7:00 p.m via zoom 
 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86706585770?pwd=D5NVAKiCCiDxcvVbviFd1EbNSeX8zw.1 
Webinar ID: 867 0658 5770 
Password: 512756 
Join by telephone: (646) 931-3860 / Webinar ID: 867 0658 5770 
 
 
Application 25-25 15 Plum Tree LLC-Permit approval to construct a 3 story apartment building & 9 attached 
townhouses, a retaining wall, subsurface stormwater detention system, level spreader, sidewalks and storm 
drainage within a regulated area at 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane. 
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NAME

Pipe - (31)

Pipe - (32)

Pipe - (33)

Pipe - (34)

Pipe - (35)

Pipe - (36)

Pipe - (37)

Pipe - (38)

Pipe - (39)

Pipe - (40)

Pipe - (41)

Pipe - (43)

Pipe - (44)

Pipe - (46)

Pipe - (47)

Pipe - (48)

Pipe - (49)

Pipe - (50)

Pipe - (51)

Pipe - (52)

Pipe - (53)

Pipe - (54)

Pipe - (55)

Pipe - (56)

Pipe - (57)

Pipe - (58)

Pipe - (59)

Pipe - (60)

Pipe - (61)

Pipe - (62)

Pipe - (35) (1)

Pipe - (68)

Pipe - (69)

Pipe - (70)

Pipe - (71)

Pipe - (72)

Pipe - (73)

Pipe - (74)

Pipe - (43) (1)

Pipe - (75)

Pipe - (76)

Pipe - (77)

FROM A6

FROM A4

FROM A5

FROM A4

FROM A3

FROM A8

FROM B1

FROM B3-A

FROM B3-A

FROM C1

FROM C2-A

FROM C6-A

FROM C7-A

FROM C4-A

FROM OUT

FROM 1

FROM 1

FROM D2

FROM D2

FROM D3

FROM Structure - (78)

FROM Structure - (79)

FROM C5

FROM Structure - (80)

FROM Structure - (82)

FROM Structure - (83)

FROM Structure - (84)

FROM Structure - (85)

FROM Structure - (86)

FROM Structure - (87)

FROM A2

FROM A6

FROM C4

FROM C4-A

FROM C2-A

FROM C2-A

FROM C6

FROM C6-A

FROM C7-A

FROM Structure - (102)

FROM B2-A

FROM B2-A

TO A5

TO A7

TO A4

TO A3

TO A2

TO A7

TO B2

TO B3

TO B4

TO C2

TO C3

TO C7-A

TO C8

TO C5

TO 1

TO D5

TO D2

TO D3

TO D1

TO D4

TO Structure - (79)

TO C4

TO Structure - (80)

TO Structure - (81)

TO Structure - (83)

TO D4

TO Structure - (85)

TO D3

TO Structure - (87)

TO D2

TO A1

TO Structure - (95)

TO C4-A

TO C2-A

TO Structure - (98)

TO C2

TO C6-A

TO C2-A

TO C7

TO B2-A

TO B2

TO B3-A

SIZE

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 24"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 6"

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 15"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SIZE: 12"

SLOPE

SLOPE: 4.07%

SLOPE: 6.08%

SLOPE: 2.95%

SLOPE: 3.80%

SLOPE: 1.37%

SLOPE: 3.69%

SLOPE: 1.21%

SLOPE: 2.19%

SLOPE: 9.45%

SLOPE: 1.02%

SLOPE: 1.16%

SLOPE: 8.27%

SLOPE: 10.47%

SLOPE: 5.54%

SLOPE: 1.98%

SLOPE: 1.01%

SLOPE: 1.03%

SLOPE: 2.18%

SLOPE: 10.56%

SLOPE: 6.46%

SLOPE: 2.00%

SLOPE: 2.01%

SLOPE: 2.00%

SLOPE: 2.00%

SLOPE: 6.47%

SLOPE: 2.22%

SLOPE: 5.11%

SLOPE: 2.12%

SLOPE: 2.70%

SLOPE: 8.72%

SLOPE: 1.37%

SLOPE: 0.00%

SLOPE: 1.43%

SLOPE: 6.53%

SLOPE: 3.32%

SLOPE: 1.27%

SLOPE: 6.26%

SLOPE: 9.78%

SLOPE: 9.38%

SLOPE: 3.29%

SLOPE: 1.07%

SLOPE: 1.11%

LENGTH

LENGTH: 66 LF

LENGTH: 58 LF

LENGTH: 17 LF

LENGTH: 90 LF

LENGTH: 29 LF

LENGTH: 190 LF

LENGTH: 18 LF

LENGTH: 11 LF

LENGTH: 66 LF

LENGTH: 24 LF

LENGTH: 13 LF

LENGTH: 40 LF

LENGTH: 33 LF

LENGTH: 129 LF

LENGTH: 15 LF

LENGTH: 89 LF

LENGTH: 97 LF

LENGTH: 64 LF

LENGTH: 11 LF

LENGTH: 99 LF

LENGTH: 81 LF

LENGTH: 36 LF

LENGTH: 29 LF

LENGTH: 82 LF

LENGTH: 51 LF

LENGTH: 13 LF

LENGTH: 74 LF

LENGTH: 9 LF

LENGTH: 43 LF

LENGTH: 20 LF

LENGTH: 15 LF

LENGTH: 3 LF

LENGTH: 11 LF

LENGTH: 46 LF

LENGTH: 26 LF

LENGTH: 8 LF

LENGTH: 8 LF

LENGTH: 34 LF

LENGTH: 11 LF

LENGTH: 25 LF

LENGTH: 9 LF

LENGTH: 43 LF

STORM MH (6'Ø) C4-A

STORM MH (6'Ø) C2-A

STORM MH (6'Ø) B2-A

STORM MH (6'Ø) B3-A

 RIM = 195.00
INV IN = 191.40

INV OUT = 177.70

 RIM = 188.00
INV OUT = 184.00

 RIM = 186.38
INV IN = 177.00

INV OUT = 167.00

 RIM = 179.15
INV IN = 175.00

INV OUT = 164.00

 RIM = 175.75
INV OUT = 169.00

 RIM = 173.40
INV IN = 170.00

INV OUT = 169.00

 RIM = 172.20
INV OUT = 166.50

 RIM = 171.80
INV IN = 165.50
INV IN = 165.50

INV OUT = 165.50

 RIM = 168.90
INV OUT = 165.50

 RIM = 167.50
INV IN = 162.20
INV IN = 162.20

INV OUT = 162.20

 RIM = 167.50
INV IN = 155.60

INV OUT = 155.60

 RIM = 167.50
INV IN = 163.50
INV IN = 163.50

INV OUT = 159.00

 RIM = 167.40
INV IN = 165.40

INV OUT = 164.40

 RIM = 167.00
INV IN = 163.00

INV OUT = 162.00

 RIM = 167.00
INV IN = 161.85
INV IN = 161.85

INV OUT = 161.85

 RIM = 166.92
INV OUT = 162.70

 RIM = 165.50
INV IN = 158.72

INV OUT = 158.72

 RIM = 165.50
INV IN = 158.75

INV OUT = 158.75

 RIM = 165.50
INV IN = 158.85
INV IN = 158.85
INV IN = 158.85

INV OUT = 158.85
INV OUT = 159.35

 RIM = 165.40
INV IN = 158.82

INV OUT = 159.32
INV OUT = 158.82

 RIM = 164.75
INV OUT = 159.00

 RIM = 163.50
INV IN = 159.50
INV IN = 159.30

INV OUT = 159.30

 RIM = 163.25
INV OUT = 159.75

 RIM = 162.25
INV IN = 158.00
INV IN = 159.00

INV OUT = 158.00

 RIM = 161.75
INV IN = 156.70
INV IN = 155.35

INV OUT = 155.35

 RIM = 160.50
INV IN = 154.35
INV IN = 156.60
INV IN = 157.60

INV OUT = 149.20

 RIM = 159.75
INV OUT = 156.25

 RIM = 159.35
INV IN = 155.20

INV OUT = 155.20

NAME SIZE SLOPE LENGTH
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As Req'd

8" 8" 

13" 8" 

5" 

48" 

12" 
Typ.

48"Dia.

60"Dia.

8" 

6"

Riser
1'-4'

Riser
1'-5'

Base
2'-6'

Eccentric Cone
3'0" Std.

Transition
2'-0" Std.

NOTES:

PRECAST CONCRETE MANHOLE DETAIL
N.T.S.

1. Reinforcing steel conforms to latest ASTM  A185 Spec. 0.24 sq. in/llin ft.  and 0.24 sq. in. (both ways) base
bottom.  Flat slab tops for AASHTO H20-44.

2. Reinforcing steel conforms to latest ASTM A185 Spec. 0.12 sq. in./lin. P8. 3.
3. Concrete compressive strength - 4,000 PSI - 28 days.
4. Manhole design specifications confrom to latest ASTMC478 Spec. for "Precast Concrete Manhole Sections".
5. One pour monolithic Base.
6. Steel Reinforced Copolymer Polypropylene plastic step (PS2-PFSL M.A.   INDUSTRIES, INC.) conforms to

latest ASTMC478 PARA-11.
7. Butyl Rubber Section Joint conforms to latest ASTM C443 SPEC and SPEC FEDERAL SS-S-210A.
8. When specified Manholes coated with KOPPERS SUPER SERVICE BLACK or equal.

27"-36"

24" OR LESS

5'

4'

PIPE
DIAMETER DIAMETER (MIN)

MH-BARREL

TABLE I

42" 6'

48" 7'

54"-60" 8'

MINNIMUM MANHOLE BARREL
DIAMETER FOR STRAIGHT THRU
ROUND PIPE ONLY. MANHOLE BARREL
DIAMETERS FOR PIPES ON AN ANGLE
OR NON-ROUND PIPES SHOULD BE
COMPUTED BY THE ENGINEER.

STORMWATER
STORM CLASS 'C' TRENCH DETAIL

N.T.S.

ROCK EXCAVATIONEARTH EXCAVATION

NOTES:
1. FOR UNSHEETED TRENCH WHERE PIPE O.D. IS 6" OR LESS THAN, PAYMENT WIDTH (W) = 2'-6"; WHERE PIPE O.D. IS GREATER THAN 6" BUT

LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 36" THEN, W = O.D. + 2'-0"; WHERE PIPE O.D. IS GREATER THAN 36" THEN, W = O.D. + 3'-0".

2. IF SUITABLE GRANULAR PIPE BEDDING MATERIAL IS AVAILABLE FROM ON SITE EXCAVATIONS, IT SHALL BE UTILIZED PROVIDED IT
CONFORMS WITH THE "STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS", AND IS  APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER. NO PAYMENT SHALL BE MADE FOR THIS
MATERIAL.

3. TYPICAL FOR PIPE MATERIALS SPECIFIED, AS CAST IRON (C.I.), CONCRETE PIPE,  DUCTILE IRON  PIPE OR STEEL PIPE.

4. SHEETING OR SHORING OF TRENCH WALLS, WHERE UNSUITABLE CONDITIONS EXIST, IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR.

5. FOR ROCK REMOVAL DEPTHS (H) GREATER THAN 10', INCREASE PAYMENT WIDTH (W) BY 6". REMOVAL DEPTH SHALL BE MEASURED FROM
THE TOP OF EXPOSED SURFACE.

APPROVED SELECT BACKFILL MATERIAL,
COMPACTED IN 12" LIFTS, BANK RUN
GRAVEL, GRADATION "C" FORM 816,
CLASS II MATERIAL, COARSE SAND OR
FINE GRAVEL SUITABLE FOR BACKFILL

MARKER TAPE

FINISHED GRADE

FOR BACKFILL CLASS II MATERIAL

STORM SEWER PIPE

3
4" (MAX. SIZE) CRUSHED STONE
TO SPRING LINE, CLASS I
MATERIAL (SEE NOTE 2)

PROVIDE A STABLE BASE AT
LEAST 2000 PSI BEARING

SOILS FOR A MINIMUM OF
FOUR FEET (4') BELOW PIPE

6

1

VERTICAL

1/8 OF O.D.
 (6" MIN.)

W
(SEE NOTE 1)

1/8 OF O.D.
 (4" MIN.)

O
.D

.1'
-0

" T
YP

.

H
(D

EP
TH

VA
R

IE
S)

L=W
ROCK

L=W+(H/3)
EARTH

=MEAN PARTICLE SIZEd50

15

8

5

INTERMEDIATE

MODIFIED

50
(INCHES)

d
DESIGNATION

RIPRAP

6"
6"

12"
12"

RIPRAP

INTERMEDIATE
MODIFIED

STANDARD
SPECIAL DESIGN

DESIGNATION

GRANULAR BEDDING SHALL CONFORM TO 

MINIMUM BEDDING THICKNESS (INCHES)

1005"

#10 15-45
#40
#100
#200 0-5

0-10
5-25

3/4" -
1/4" 25-60

1 1/2" 55-100
3 1/2" 100

TABLE R3 GRADATION FOR GRANULAR BEDDING

U.S. STANDARD
SIEVE SIZE CONN. DOT. GRADING A

BY PASSING
PERCENT WEIGHT

TABLE R1
VARIES, SEE
THICKNESS
BEDDING

DEPTH
SEE TABLE R2

TABLE R2   CLASSIFICATION OF RIPRAP

TABLE R1  THICKNESS REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANULAR BEDDING

CONN. DOT SPECIFICATION M.02.01

GEOTEXTILE

36

18

12

(INCHES)
DEPTH

RIPRAP SPECIFICATIONS & GRADATIONS SHALL 

STANDARD

CONFORM TO CONN. DOT. M.12.02

RIPRAP INSTALLATION DETAIL
N.T.S.

REV. DATE REVISION DESCRIPTION Plotted Date:

THE INFORMATION, INCLUDING ESTIMATED
QUANTITIES OF WORK, SHOWN ON THESE
SHEETS IS BASED ON LIMITED
INVESTIGATIONS BY THE STATE AND IS
IN NO WAY WARRANTED TO INDICATE
THE CONDITIONS OF ACTUAL QUANTITIES
OF WORK WHICH WILL BE REQUIRED.

$DATE$

NOT TO SCALE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

$FILES$Filename: Model:

APPROVED BY:

   
$MODELNAME$

SUBMITTED BY: NAME/DATE/TIME:

NAME/DATE/TIME:

CONNECTICUT

DEPA R
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OFFICE OF ENGINEERING

STANDARD SHEET TITLE: STANDARD SHEET NO.:

CTDOT
STANDARD SHEET TYPE "C" , "C-L" & 

DROP INLET CATCH BASIN- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -

TOP OF GRATE VERTICAL FACE BETWEEN
THESE LINES

TOP OF GRATE

TOP OF GRATE

TOP OF GRATE VERTICAL FACE BETWEEN
THESE LINES

CURBING

GUTTER LINE

GUTTER LINE

GUTTER LINE

GUTTER LINE

**
**

**

**

**

V
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R
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S V
A
R
IE

S
V
A
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IE
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(TYP.)

ROADWAY CROSS SLOPE

ROADWAY CROSS SLOPE

FINISHED GRADE MAY VARY
ADJACENT TO CATCH BASIN
AS DIRECTED

**

FINISHED GRADE MAY VARY
ADJACENT TO CATCH BASIN
AS DIRECTED

1'-0''1'-0''

SECTION B SECTION A

TYPE ''C-L'' CATCH BASIN TYPE ''C'' & ''C-L'' CATCH BASIN
(TYPE ''C'' TOP SHOWN)

SECTION B

TYPE ''C'' CATCH BASIN PLAN

DETAILS OF DEPRESSED GUTTER STRIP
FOR TYPE ''C'' CATCH BASIN

FOR CATCH BASINS WHERE NO CURBING
OF ANY TYPE EXISTS OR IS PROPOSED
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UNLESS SPECIFICALLY ORDERED
OTHERWISE, MINIMUM DEPTH
UNDER TRAVELWAY IS
1'-7'' (495) AND UNDER
 UNTRAVELED AREAS IS
0'-3'' (76mm) (TYP.)

4'-0'' (1.220m)WHERE CB
IS IN A SAG
(SEE NOTE 4) (TYP.)

2'' (51) DEPRESSION

FOR CATCH BASINS IN A LINE OF 4'' (102) CONCRETE PARK
CURBING OR 4'' (102) BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PARK CURBING
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1'' (25) DEPRESSION

2'' (51) DEPRESSION

1
2 �''(13)
DROP
MIN.

(305) (305)(518)

V
A
R
IE

S
 -

 3
'-

0'
' (

91
4)

 M
IN

IM
U

M
5'

-0
'' 

(1
.5

24
m

) 
M

A
X
IM

U
M

3'-0''
(914)

10
''

(2
55

)

4'-4''
(1.320m)

10
''

(2
55

)

8''
(203)
(TYP.)

7 58 ''
(194)

4'-0''
(1.219m)

5'-4''
(1.625m)

3 13
16 ''

(97)
1'-0''
(305) 2 13

16 ''
(71)

2'-2 38 ''
(670)

8''
(203)
(TYP.) 3'-0''

(914)

7 13
16 ''

(200)
(TYP.)

2'
-0

''
(6

10
)

5'
'

(1
27

)
5'

'
(1

27
)

(95)
(TYP.)

1'-0''
(305)
(TYP.)

2'-8 34 ''
(832)

4'-4''
(1.320m)

IN
S
TA

LL
 P

ER
V
IO

U
S
 B

A
C
K
FI

LL
 A

B
O

V
E

TH
IS

 E
LE

V
A
TI

O
N

 F
R
O

M
 B

O
TT

O
M

 O
F

S
U

B
B
A
S
E 

TO
 A

 M
A
X
. 

 D
EP

TH
 O

F 
3'

-0
'' 

(9
14

)

V
A
R
IE

S
 -

 3
'-

0'
' (

91
4)

 M
IN

IM
U

M
5'

-0
'' 

(1
52

4)
 M

A
X
IM

U
M

4'-0''
(1.219m)

3 58 ''
(92)
(TYP.)

FOR CATCH BASINS IN A LINE OF 6'' (152) BITUMINOUS
CONCRETE LIP CURBING (MACHINE FORMED)

FOR CATCH BASINS IN A LINE OF 6'' (152)
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GENERAL NOTES:
1. FOR DETAILS OF FRAME AND GRATE SEE STANDARD SHEET HW-507_08.

2. USE APPROPRIATE CONCRETE TOP FOR CURBING SHOWN ON PLANS. IF CURBING IS NOT
  SPECIFIED ON THE PLANS, IT SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

3. ALL FACES OF STRUCTURES IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE PAVEMENT SHALL BE COVERED
  WITH A LAYER OF TAR PAPER OR APPROVED EQUAL. THE COST FOR THE PAPER SHALL BE
  INCLUDED IN THE BID PRICE FOR THE TYPE OF CATCH BASIN INSTALLED.

4. USE 6'-0" (1.830m) ON UPGRADE SIDE OF CONTINUOUS GRADE AND 1'-0" (305mm) ON DOWNGRADE SIDE
  OF CONTINUOUS GRADE OR AS DIRECTED.

5. IF MASONRY UNITS ARE REQUIRED, THE BASIN SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED IN CONFORMANCE
  WITH THE OVER ALL DIMENSIONS SHOWN HERE AND SECTION 5.07 OF THE STATE OF
  CONNECTICUT'S STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS. CORBELLING SHALL BE PERMITTED TO A MAXIMUM
  OF 3" (75mm.) NO PROJECTION SHALL EXTEND INSIDE THE LIMITS NOTED BY **.

6. WALL THICKNESS OF ALL CB'S OVER 10' (3.048m) DEEP SHALL BE INCREASED TO 12" (305mm) THICK.
  INSIDE DIMENSION SHALL REMAIN THE SAME. 12" ( 305mm) THICKNESS WILL START AFTER THE
  FIRST 10' (3.048m).

7. TO CONVEY SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE, OPENINGS SHALL BE FORMED IN THE FOUR WALLS AT OR
  IMMEDIATELY ABOVE THE BOTTOM OF THE PERVIOUS BACKFILL.

8. MINIMUM CONCRETE COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF F'c = 4000 PSI (27,580 kPa) SHALL BE OBTAINED
  PRIOR TO SHIPPING.

9. LATEST STATE OF CONNECTICUT'S STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND SUPPLEMENTALS SHALL GOVERN.
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DETAILS

ROOF DRAIN PIPE
HDPE SMOOTH BORE
PVC SDR 35

ROOF DRAIN WITH HIGH LEVEL
OVERFLOW

N.T.S.

NOTES:
1. JOINTS SHALL BE WATERTIGHT

90° BEND

FINISHED GRADE
SPLASH PAD

HIGH LEVEL
OVERFLOW

DOWNSPOUT ADAPTER

BUILDING FACE

AREA DRAIN DETAIL
NOT TO SCALE

HOODED OUTLET
SCALE: NTS

FRONT

REMOVABLE WATERTIGHT
ACCESS PORT, 10" OPENING

18.00"

32.00"
36.00"

2.00"

39.00"

10.00"

15.00"

24.00"

41.00"

16.00"
18.00"

Ø34.00"
Ø30.00"

R16.00"

R18.00"

SIDE

PLAN

1" PVC ANTI-SIPHON
PIPE ADAPTER

R15.00"

CORE DRILL CONCRETE
ANCHOR BOLTS INTO CONC.
WALL AS REQUIRED BY
OUTLET HOOD BOLT
PATTERN.

EALSTOMERIC
SEALANT

NOTES:
ALL CATCH BASINS TO BE INSTALLED WITH 4' SUMPS AND HOODED OUTLET,
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
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December 3, 2025 

 

SOIL SCIENTIST REPORT 
Inland Wetland and Watercourse Delineation Verification 

5-15 Plum Tree Lane,  Trumbull, CT 

 

Introduction 

 

An on-site investigation of the property located at 5-15 Plum Tree Lane in Trumbull, CT was conducted on October 

21st, 2025.  The project site is a 4.91± acre site located in both Easton (3.7 acres) and Trumbull (1.21 acres), CT.  The 

parcel contains undeveloped wooded land in Easton, and two residential structures one at 5 and another at 15 

Plum Tree Lane in Trumbull.  Prior to the site visit, we reviewed the following documents related to the site that 

were prepared by others: 

 

 Soil Scientist Report Prepared by William Kenney Associates, dated May 12th, 2025, and  

 Environmental Report Prepared by Environmental Land Solutions, LLC, dated April 10th, 2025. 

 

The purpose of the site investigation was to verify the conclusions of the soil scientist report prepared by William 

Kenney Associates dated May 12, 2025.  The William Kenney Associates soil scientist report provided details of the 

wetland delineation conducted on the Easton portion of the property.  William Kenney Associates (WKA) delineated 

wetlands associated with the Mill River. WKA reported no Connecticut Inland Wetland and watercourse resources 

(“resources”) on the Trumbull portion of the project site.  

 

Regulatory Applicability 

 

Under Connecticut criteria, "Wetlands" means land, including submerged land, not regulated pursuant to CT 

General Statutes (CGS) Sections 22a-28 to 22a-35, inclusive, which consists of any of the soil types designated as 

poorly drained, very poorly drained, alluvial, and floodplain by the National Cooperative Soil Survey, as may be 

amended periodically by the Natural Resources Conservation Service of the USDA. Poorly drained and very poorly 

drained soils are generally saturated to within about 12 inches of the surface during a portion of the growing season 

and have redoximorphic features.  Alluvial soils may have any drainage class ranging from excessively drained to 

very-poorly drained but are regulated as wetlands in CT because of their origin as water-deposited material.   

 

Watercourses are rivers, streams, brooks, waterways, lakes, ponds, marshes, swamps, bogs, and all other bodies of 

water, natural or artificial, vernal, or intermittent, public, or private which are contained within, flow through, or 

border upon this state or any portion thereof, not regulated pursuant to CGS Sections 22a-28 to 22a-35, inclusive. 

Intermittent watercourses are delineated by a defined permanent channel and bank and the occurrence of two or 

more of the following characteristics: (A) Evidence of scour or deposits of recent alluvium or detritus, (B) the 

presence of standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm incident, and (C) the presence 

of hydrophytic vegetation.. The limits of federal wetlands are determined by the presence of three parameters: the 

presence of hydric soils, a preponderance of hydrophytic vegetation, and supportive hydrology.   

 

The Federal definition of wetlands as defined under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is a follow; "Those areas 

that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and 

that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soils 

conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas." (EPA, 40 CFR 230.3 and CE, 33 
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CFR 328.3). By USACOE criteria, “Waters of the United States” include rivers, streams, ponds, other open water 

areas, mud flats, etc. Wetlands as defined by the USACOE must meet the three parameter “criteria” of having hydric 

soils, hydrology, and vegetation. 

 

Federal limits of watercourses are delineated at the Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM).  ACOE guidance says that 

if the adjacent floodplain is actually a wetland, then use wetland delineating procedures for capturing the 

jurisdictional boundary. If the immediate floodplain is uplands that typically does not get inundated on an 

annual/semi-annual basis (e.g., takes extreme weather events only), then do not extend the OHWM up out of the 

defined banks. 

 

Mapped NRCS Soil Series  

 

According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) web-based soil survey, the soils on the site are 

mapped as belonging to the Canton and Charlton fine sandy loam 15-35% slopes, Agawam fine sandy loam 0 -3%,  

Charlton-Urban land complex 8-15%, and Agawam - Urban land Complex 0-8% slope in the uplands. The Mill River 

is depicted on the NRCS mapping transecting a unit of soil mapped as Agawam fine sandy loam.  Agawam soil series 

is a well-drained soil of glaciofluvial deposits.  No wetland soils are depicted on the NRCS mapping.  

 

National Wetlands Inventory Mapper 

 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) On-line Wetlands Mapper 

depicts the Mill River watercourse as a Riverine Unknown Perennial Unconsolidated Bottom Watercourse (R5UBH) 

transecting the project area.  

 

The NWI defines these terms as follows: 

 

System Riverine (R): The Riverine System includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a 

channel, with two exceptions: (1) wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent 

mosses, or lichens, and (2) habitats with water containing ocean-derived salts of 0.5 ppt or greater. A channel 

is an open conduit either naturally or artificially created which periodically or continuously contains moving 

water, or which forms a connecting link between two bodies of standing water. 

 

Subsystem Unknown Perennial (5): This Subsystem designation was created specifically for use when the 

distinction between lower perennial, upper perennial, and tidal cannot be made from aerial photography and 

no data is available. 

 

Class Unconsolidated Bottom (UB): Includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats with at least 25% cover of 

particles smaller than stones (less than 6-7 cm), and a vegetative cover less than 30%. 

 

Water Regime Permanently Flooded (H): Water covers the substrate throughout the year in all years. 

 

It is important to note that while the NWI provides a useful regional overview of wetland distribution based on 

aerial imagery and remote sensing, it is not intended to serve as a substitute for site-specific investigations. 

Wetlands may be present on a site even if they are not depicted in the NWI database. 

 

Municipal Mapping 

The Towns of Trumbull and Easton on line GIS mapping depict no wetlands on the property.    
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On-Site Findings and Conclusions 

 

The evaluation for the presence of wetland and watercourse resources as part of this verification effort was 

conducted by walking the property and visually examining the soil profile with a soil auger in selected areas, as well 

as visually observing the topography, vegetation, and searching for evidence of hydrology. On-site observations of 

the soil profiles, vegetation, and hydrologic features confirmed the presence of the Mill River and associated 

bordering vegetated wetlands growing on poorly drained alluvial soils on the Easton portion of the property 

proximal to the Mill River. 

 

We observed the locations of the wetland delineation flags placed on site by William Kenney Associates and agree 

that they accurately depict the limits of the wetland. 

 

The soils within the delineated limits of the wetland exhibited characteristics of alluvial soils and fluvaquents. 

 

Characteristic vegetation noted on site within upland areas consisted of Black Birch (Betula lenta), American Beech 

(Fagus grandifolia), Shagbarck Hickory (Carya ovata), White Ash (Fraxinus americana) and Sugar Maple (Acer 

saccharum) in the tree layer; Witch Hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), Ironwood (Carpinus carolinensis), Maple-leaved 

Viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), Japanese Barberry (Berberis thunbergii), Wineberry (Rubus phoenicolasius), and 

Winged Euonymus (Euonymus alatus) in the shrub layer; Virginia jumpseed (Persicaria virginiana), Christmas Fern 

(Polystichium acrosticoides), Hay-scented Fern (Dennsteadtia punctilobula), American Pokeweed (Phytolacca 

americana), Garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), White Wood Aster (Eurybia divaricatus), and White Ash seedlings in 

the herbaceous layer, and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica) and Oriental Bittersweet (Celastrus 

orbiculatus) in the liana layer. 

 

Characteristic vegetation within the alluvial floodplain delineated on site consisted of Red Maple (Acer rubrum) in 

the tree layer, Northern Spicebush (Lindera benzoin) in the shrub layer, and Sensitive Fern (Onoclea sensibilis), New 

York Fern (Parathelypteris noveboracensis), and False Hellebore (Veraturm viride) in the herbaceous layer.  

 

We observed the eroding drainage channel near the middle of the site mentioned in the April 10th correspondence 

from Environmental Land Solutions, LLC to the inland wetlands and watercourse commissions of both Easton and 

Trumbull; and as described in the Soil Scientist Report Prepared by William Kenney Associates, dated May 12th, 

2025. We observed the channel extending from the vicinity of Plum Tree Lane’s roadway shoulder, where it 

originates from a 15” High Density Polyethylene pipe, and extends downgradient (westward) to the Mill River 

floodplain. Although it has a defined channel and bank and recent alluvium in the upper reaches where it erodes a 

steep gradient glacial till hillside, it lacks hydrophytic vegetation.   

 

Due to the drought conditions the state was currently in, we could not confirm the presence of standing or flowing 

water after a storm event.  Therefore, we referred to William Kenny’s report which states that they found no 

standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm event during their August 9th, 2023 

investigation.  Mr. Kenny returned to the site on May 28th and June 20th, 2025 and evaluated the channel again 

and found no water in the channel.  We looked at the precipitation amounts for those dates and found that August 

9th, 2023 was after two days of rain totaling 0.92”, May 28th, 2025 had around 0.26” of rain, while the June 20th 

visit occurred after four days of rain totaling 0.17”, as recorded in Bridgeport, CT. 

 

On Friday October 31st, LANDTECH’s Sr. Ecologist Tom Ryder returned to 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane to observe the 

drainage channel.  The site visit was preceded by over two inches of rainfall the previous day and into that morning.  

Mr. Ryder walked and inspected the entire channel from the base of the slope up to the road and found no standing 

or flowing water at any location within the channel.   
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As stated above, an intermittent watercourse in Connecticut is defined as: having a defined permanent channel 

and bank and the occurrence of two or more of the following characteristics: 

 

• Evidence of scour or deposits of recent alluvium or detritus; 

• The presence of standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm incident; and, 

• The presence of hydrophytic vegetation. 

 

Previously we determined that the channel was defined and had scour and alluvium but it did not contain 

hydrophytic vegetation.  Due to drought conditions, we had not personally witnessed the channel after a storm 

event and therefore, relied on the Applicant’s Soil Scientist’s data for determining any flow after a storm event.  The 

rain on Thursday and into Friday morning allowed us to personally inspect the channel after a rain incident.  

 

Town of Trumbull staff inspected the channel on May 16th of this year after a day of rain, and found flowing water 

in a section of the channel.  Our inspection was in October after a drought summer and early fall.  We cannot opine 

as to why WKA did not see flowing water during their May 28th 2025 site visit. 

  

With the exception of the Trumbull Staff’s data, the channel was not observed to have standing or flowing water 

for a duration longer than a particular storm event.  Therefore, based solely on our observations presented in the 

above information, the channel does not appear to meet the definition of an intermittent watercourse in 

Connecticut and therefore, would not be regulated. 

 

Very Truly Yours, 

LANDTECH 
 

 

 

 

Anthony Zemba 

Senior Ecologist / Soil Scientist 

 

Cc: file T:\1. Active Projects\ 25198-01 WSP 5-15 Plum Tree Lane-Trumbull, CT\Reports\Wetlands 
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

29A Agawam fine sandy loam, 0 to 
3 percent slopes

1.3 20.0%

60C Canton and Charlton fine 
sandy loams, 8 to 15 percent 
slopes

0.2 2.4%

62D Canton and Charlton fine 
sandy loams, 15 to 35 
percent slopes, extremely 
stony

4.0 63.1%

229B Agawam-Urban land complex, 
0 to 8 percent slopes

0.7 11.7%

260C Charlton-Urban land complex, 
8 to 15 percent slopes

0.2 2.7%

Totals for Area of Interest 6.4 100.0%
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December 22, 2025 

Joe & Tracy Distefano 
18 Plum Tree Lane  
Trumbull CT 06611 
 
Attn: Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency 
Town of Trumbull 
Town Hall, 5866 Main Street 
Trumbull, CT 06611 
 
Re: Application for development at 5 and 15 Plum Tree Lane 
 
To the Trumbull Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commissions, 
 
This letter is to formally express additional concerns and questions regarding 
the proposed development at 5 and 15 Plum Tree Lane, which falls under the 
jurisdiction of both the Trumbull & Easton Inland Wetlands and Watercourses 
Commissions. These concerns and questions have come up since the last 
Trumbull Public Hearing held on December 4, 2025. I have submitted a letter 
and spoke briefly at the December 4 hearing and that should already be on 
record. 
 
Attorney Bellis continues to state that there must be proof that this 
development will have a negative impact on the wetlands and our 
watercourse. He also states that there is currently no proof of a negative 
impact. I am certainly not an expert on the matter but sitting in on three public 
hearings and a Trumbull Zoom that was not open to public speaking, I strongly 
disagree with him. He also says the development will make “things better” 
Now that’s just plain nonsense and really makes me question his credibility. 
 
Here are some of my additional questions and concerns. 
 

• When I spoke at the December 4, 2025, public hearing I mentioned the 
manhole at the end of my driveway. I thought this might have 
something to do with the underground spring.  If you look in the storm 



drain in the street by my driveway there appears to be a pipe coming 
from the direction of the manhole. (Picture included) 

• Where will snow removal with automobile fluid leakage, salt and sand 
be stored? Will this have a negative impact? 

• If there were a catastrophic fire, how would the debris affect the area 
compared to a single-family home? Will this have a negative impact?  

• We were told in the Easton public hearing that every tree on both 
properties will be removed. Will this have a negative impact? 

• Will the shade provided by the building(s) have a negative impact?  
• They initially mentioned stairs to a “nature walk” for residents at the 

back of the buildings where the apartment building ends and the 
townhouses begin as a positive feature. When asked, they could not 
provide specifics on the stairs. They are now backing off on the stairs 
and on the nature walk altogether. Whether there are stairs or not 
there will be access to the river for hundreds of people, pets, trash, 
cigarettes, etc. Will this have a negative impact?    

• How will equipment, materials and trailers be stored during 
construction on this property? Will this have a negative impact?  

•  I have mentioned this before, but they change the water retainage 
system or at least present it differently at every meeting. Can the 
system as proposed handle flood waters of all storms? 2,5,10,25, 100 
etc. and will the system be maintained by the owner? Who will police 
this to make sure it will not have a negative impact?  My opinion, if 
humans must maintain the system regularly it will eventually be 
neglected and fail.  

• We were told in the Easton Public Hearing that the three towns 
(Trumbull, Easton and Fairfield) could not compare notes or read/view 
public hearings or information from the other towns. It seems to me 
that since this developer is proposing a large development spanning 
two towns and directly impacting a third, the towns should be able to 
collaborate. Is this a legal thing or a town preference?  

   



Thank you for working on this unique and difficult proposal. Feel free to reach 
out to me if you need any clarifications on my questions/concerns.  
 
Joe Distefano 
joe.distefano25@gmail.com 
18 Plum Tree Lane 
Trumbull CT 06611 
203-395-4172  

 















December 4, 2025 
 
 
TO: Conservation Inland / Wetlands of Trumbull, CT, Fairfield, CT, and Easton, CT, Aspetuck Land Trust, 
and State of Connecticut. 
 
FROM: Michael Coscia and other concerned homeowners in Trumbull, Fairfield, and Easton, CT. 
 
SUBJECT: Application by Stephen Shapiro, who is an Easton resident. 
Application 25-25 (5 & 15 Plumtree Lane, Trumbull, CT) for a 3-story apartment building with 70 apartments 
and nine townhouses. 
 
    

It has become clear that all three affected Municipalities (Easton, Trumbull, Fairfield, Aspetuck Land Trust, 
State of  Connecticut) Conservation / Wetland-Waterway Authorities) possess a wealth of Technical Talent, 
Experience, including Tribal Knowledge / History of the Mill Rivers issues over the years. 

We feel it is vital that all the above mentioned Municipalities work together in concert and assure that all 
processes, plans, requirements, testing, inspections, engagement of third party testing, required bonds, 
approvals and denials are agreed upon and have buy-in among all Municipalities during each process-step. 
This synergy will assure that every possible concern will be exposed and addressed proactively. 

I offer the following points of concern based on the facts that: 
1. I have lived in Dover Park from 1958 to 1982 which abuts the Mill River directly across Park Ave in 

Fairfield. In my 24 years there I have witnessed flooding of the Mill River, and cause. 
2. I was an original owner and Board President at Trumbull Town Commons Condominium Association 

from 1989 to 2001 which required Wetlands Approval and “significant storm water management 
design” in which Trumbull required the Developer to secure bonds during construction, and for 
several years after completion to assure design integrity, expose hidden non-compliance, etc.  

3. I currently live in Trumbull since 2002 several house up Plumtree Lane from the near the proposed 
project. 

 
 

Studies needed to be conducted in concert by all Municipalities and some paid Private Talent: 
 
Will the Applicant’s property during the pre-approval phase (both Easton and Trumbull sections), 
and other owners’ properties up Plumtree Lane, be formally tested for underground springs and 
underground waterways at the applicants expense? 
Presently, most of the homes on the entire length of the subject side of Plumtree Lane report water in their 
basements during sudden heavy or prolonged rains.  
 
 
Will there be pre-approval formal testing/study to potentially update the wetlands lines within the 
Applicants area for a re-draw of the old wetlands map at the applicant’s expense? 
 
 
Will there be a pre-approval formal testing study to assess and verify pollutant loads entering the 
Mill River from roofs and asphalt, and compliance or violations/risks, given that the Mill River is a 
Class 1 Wild Trout Management Area (WTMA)? See the following related questions below relating to 
Detention Pond capacity at the applicants expense. 
 
 
 



 
Will there be pre-approval Formal Flood / Water Volume Discharge and Rate Testing / Study and 
mandated Water Detention pond area size and capacity requirements based on Storm Water 
Volume, drawdown time, and detention time mutually agreed upon by all concerned Wetland / Flood 
Municipalities? Particularly, the downstream flood impact on the Fairfield Toll House Lane Mill River 
front homes, and the Trumbull Plumtree Lane homes on the associated sides? Will it include 
checking for springs, and the total water discharge rate and volume resulting from the Applicants 
submission at the applicant’s expense? 
 

- The Applicants current water management plan is for under the building posing design and routine 
maintenance issues as opposed to one full open water detention pond area that would require little 
or no maintenance and be the only method to be effective in high flood conditions, similar to 
Trumbull Town Commons which continues to be successful at almost 40 years. The applicant is 
choosing the under-building plan as the only desperate method available to allow for space to build 
on this unsuitable property.  

 
- The applicant conducted his water table drilling in locations not representative of the true water 

table. In addition, we are in a sever drought which further skews what can be defined as a legitimate 
water table. 

 
- Presently, all of the home properties on the Mill River side of Fairfield, Tollhouse Lane, and the 

Easton home on 5917 Park Avenue are in a severe river flood zone (with the exception of the first 
home on Tollhouse Lane). These homes are directly across Park Avenue from the Applicant's 
proposed area. In fact, during heavy or prolonged rains, some of these homes currently experience 
flooding from Mill River flooding up to and against their homes, and many experience significant 
basement flooding. In some cases, the lower area of Tollhouse Lane becomes underwater, and is 
shown on the flood zone map.  

 
- During the September 2 meeting, the Applicant's Engineer indicated that their plan is to limit their 

site discharging water to the farthest possible upstream location away from the Mill River underpass 
on Park Avenue in order to help reduce the effects of additional water flowing under the Mill River 
Bridge at Park Avenue. This is of great concern because the Mill River and water load on the 5 and 
15 Plumtree properties are already at high risk levels, exacerbated by yearly climate issues. 

 
- It was mentioned in the Sept 2 meeting that certain Plumtree Lane storm drain water currently drains 

into the subject property, and that Plumtree Lane is a very steep and long road. There are no other 
storm drains until the end of the Applicant's proposed area, which is Park Avenue. 

 
- There are newer dual drainage pipes that were installed underground at the Applicant’s 15 Plumtree 

Lane home that run downward (right to left), starting in-ground against the home (left of the garage), 
across the entire house, through the left retaining wall, then under the left unpaved 2nd driveway. 
These pipes are visible in the retaining wall and also visible to the open air when the pipes discharge 
into the Applicant's proposed property for approval. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Will there be a Formal Risk Study, Recommendation and Approval of removal of downstream trees 
on the nearby banks of the Mill River at the applicant’s expense? 
There are many downstream trees on the nearby banks of the Mill River that can flood over the banks with 
rushing water during storms. This risks trees falling into the river and damming water that will further 
exacerbate opportunity for homeowner property flooding on Tollhouse Lane and S Park Ave. This is a very 
common problem when changes are introduced in river water volume and flow. 
 
 
 
Will / Can Fairfield or other mentioned Wetland Municipality mandate a Pre-Approval Formal Study 
of Water Contamination based on the above? 
Will the municipalities review, test, and ensure that any of the Applicant’s plans for management of oils, 
contaminants, and other materials prevent them from entering the Mill River? As stated, this is a fish rich 
area; and Fairfield has a vested interest is assuring clean water for fishing and swimming in the Mill River 
fed areas of Cascades, Lake Mohegan, Lake Hills Lake, Samp Mortar Lake and Reservoir, Riverside Park 
on Brookside Dr, and other water bodies all the way to Southport Harbor, before exiting into Long Island 
Sound.  
 
 
Will Trumbull and Easton Conservation / Wetlands Municipalities mandate a Surety Bond(s) paid by 
the applicant, and issue a property lien as one of the conditions for exiting any Wetlands Approval 
Stage? Just like Trumbull did with Trumbull Town Commons Condominium. 
The applicant indicated that the property will be sold to another entity upon project completion. I worry that 
this can create cloud legal accountability for remedy to any underlying systemic problems occurring soon 
thereafter that can end up at cost to municipalities.  Based the “Complexity and Scope” of the Application 
and the above mentioned concerns relating to Formal Study, Testing, Verification and agreed-upon 
Approvals, all “Conditions for Approval” must be adhered to during the any land processing, with no 
deviation or violation. This Application is of higher unique importance because it involves an important and 
vulnerable waterway, and the property resides directly on the border of two Towns that bear the highest risk 
if not done correctly.   
 
 
Should the Trumbull Inland / Wetlands notify Trumbull DPW to proactively assess the need for an 
additional storm drain on Plumtree Lane as part of the Applicant's engineering process? 
During the storm drain discussion at the Sept 2 meeting, one of the Trumbull members mentioned that 
Plumtree Lane is probably the longest and steepest road in Trumbull. Currently, there is only one storm 
drain at the top of the Applicant’s total property, which is on the right side of his right driveway (top of his 
total property). The next downhill storm drain is a few feet off Park Avenue at the bottom of Plumtree Lane.  
 
 
We believe it is vital that all the above be responded to, addressed, well-documented, and agreed upon by 
all Municipalities and Agencies before any Wetland, Conservation, and Flood approvals are decided upon. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Michael Coscia 
 
Michael Coscia.  



From: jeff lawlor
To: Colleen Lombardo
Subject: Plum Tree Lane
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 4:57:35 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Attn: Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency
Town of Trumbull
Town Hall, 5866 Main Street
Trumbull, CT 06611 
Re: Application for development at 5 and 15 Plum Tree Lane 
To the Trumbull and Easton Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commissions, 

This letter is to formally express concern regarding the proposed development at 5 and 15
Plum Tree. I live at 30 Plum Tree lane and urge the commissions to thoroughly evaluate the
potential environmental and safety impacts of this project.

The project involves a substantial amount of fill to be placed behind large retaining walls. This
activity presents a serious risk of sediment and chemical runoff polluting nearby wetlands and
watercourses.
We are especially concerned about the potential for pollution to the Mill River, which is a
protected Wild Trout Management Area located adjacent to the proposed development.
Altering the topography with fill and retaining walls can disrupt natural drainage patterns and
impact water quality through increased turbidity and the introduction of pollutants. 
Flooding risk: 
The planned removal of a significant wooded area and vegetation could increase surface
runoff and alter existing drainage patterns.
This increase in runoff could worsen flooding for homes and properties located downhill in
Fairfield, Trumbull, and Easton.
Forests and vegetation play a crucial role in absorbing rainwater, and their removal can
increase peak discharge and surface runoff. 
Wildlife displacement: 
The conversion of natural wooded areas into a high-density housing complex will result in
habitat loss and fragmentation, displacing native wildlife.
Increased human activity, noise, and light pollution will further stress local wildlife
populations.
This project could also lead to a higher risk of human-wildlife conflicts as animals are pushed
out of their natural habitat. 
Public health and safety: 
The location of this development is in close proximity to the Easton Reservoir. Any pollution
resulting from construction runoff or future issues with the sewer system could compromise
the public water supply.
The increased vehicle traffic from the development presents significant safety concerns on
Plum Tree Lane, including a higher risk of accidents.
The potential for cars to be parked on the street could further impede traffic flow and create
additional hazards for residents and commuters. 



Infrastructure capacity: 
A development of this size will place a considerable burden on Trumbull's existing sewer
system, which already uses pump stations and relies on gravity flow where possible.
Overburdening the sewer system could lead to potential backups and overflows, threatening
public health and polluting local streams and Long Island Sound.
The proposal will need approval from the Water Pollution Control Authorities of both
Trumbull and Bridgeport for the sewer hookup. 
We ask that both the Trumbull and Easton Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commissions
carefully consider the cumulative impacts of this project and not allow it to proceed as
currently proposed. 

We believe that approving a high-capacity housing structure in a single-family residential zone
sets a concerning precedent. We request that the Commissions prioritize the long-term
environmental health and safety of our shared community. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these critical environmental and safety issues. 

Sincerely,
Jeffry and Christine Lawlor
30 Plum Tree Lane
Trumbull, CT 06611
Jeffrylawlor@yahoo.com 

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer



From: Ariel"s Gmail
To: Colleen Lombardo
Subject: Re: Application for development at 5 and 15 Plum Tree Lane
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 2:54:40 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

To the Trumbull and Easton Inland Wetlands and
Watercourses Commissions, 

This letter is to formally express concern regarding the
proposed development at 5 and 15 Plum Tree Lane, which
falls under the jurisdiction of both the Trumbull and Easton
Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Commissions. As
residents, we urge the commissions to thoroughly evaluate
the potential environmental and safety impacts of this project,
which we believe pose significant risks to the surrounding
wetlands, local communities, and the Easton Reservoir. 
Our primary concerns regarding this proposal include: 
Wetlands and watercourse impacts: 

The project involves a substantial amount of fill to be
placed behind large retaining walls. This activity presents
a serious risk of sediment and chemical runoff polluting
nearby wetlands and watercourses.
We are especially concerned about the potential for
pollution to the Mill River, which is a protected Wild Trout
Management Area located adjacent to the proposed
development.
Altering the topography with fill and retaining walls can
disrupt natural drainage patterns and impact water quality
through increased turbidity and the introduction of
pollutants. 

Flooding risk: 



The planned removal of a significant wooded area and
vegetation could increase surface runoff and alter existing
drainage patterns.
This increase in runoff could worsen flooding for homes
and properties located downhill in Fairfield, Trumbull, and
Easton.
Forests and vegetation play a crucial role in absorbing
rainwater, and their removal can increase peak discharge
and surface runoff. 

Wildlife displacement: 

The conversion of natural wooded areas into a high-
density housing complex will result in habitat loss and
fragmentation, displacing native wildlife.
Increased human activity, noise, and light pollution will
further stress local wildlife populations.
This project could also lead to a higher risk of human-
wildlife conflicts as animals are pushed out of their natural
habitat. 

Public health and safety: 

The location of this development is in close proximity to
the Easton Reservoir. Any pollution resulting from
construction runoff or future issues with the sewer system
could compromise the public water supply.
The increased vehicle traffic from the development
presents significant safety concerns on Plum Tree Lane,
including a higher risk of accidents.
The potential for cars to be parked on the street could
further impede traffic flow and create additional hazards
for residents and commuters. 

Infrastructure capacity: 



A development of this size will place a considerable
burden on Trumbull's existing sewer system, which
already uses pump stations and relies on gravity flow
where possible.
Overburdening the sewer system could lead to potential
backups and overflows, threatening public health and
polluting local streams and Long Island Sound.
The proposal will need approval from the Water Pollution
Control Authorities of both Trumbull and Bridgeport for the
sewer hookup. 

We ask that both the Trumbull and Easton Inland Wetlands
and Watercourses Commissions carefully consider the
cumulative impacts of this project and not allow it to proceed
as currently proposed. 

We believe that approving a high-capacity housing structure in
a single-family residential zone sets a concerning precedent.
We request that the Commissions prioritize the long-term
environmental health and safety of our shared community. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of these critical
environmental and safety issues. 

Sincerely,
Ariel B.Kohn

156 Wendy Rd , Trumbull, CT 

Ariel.belek@gmail.com

Sent from my iPhone



From: Samuel Feda
To: Colleen Lombardo
Subject: 25-25 15 Plum Tree LLC Permit
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2025 6:27:57 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello My name is Sam Feda, a resident of 18 Ceil Rd, Trumbull, CT 06611 which is very
close to the proposed property on Plumtree Lane. 

I am deeply concerned about the proposed property on Plumtree Lane and the significant
disruption it may cause to our neighborhood and environment.

1. Stormwater Impact and Runoff Concerns
This site sits at the base of elevated terrain. During major storms, the volume of water flowing
down into that area is substantial. While the applicant has referenced studies based on current
site conditions, my concern is that these studies do not fully address the impacts once a large
multi-unit development is constructed.

How will stormwater behave once a substantial structure, paved areas, and altered
grading are in place?

Do the studies sufficiently account for how water will be redirected, collected, or
discharged after the land is significantly changed?

2. Extensive Fill and Alteration of Natural Landform
As the commissioners observed when walking the property, this parcel is currently a steep,
elevated hillside overlooking the Mill River. To support a development of this size—multi-
family buildings, townhomes, and associated parking—there would need to be extensive fill
and substantial alteration of the natural topography.

What disruption will this cause to the stability of the slope and the surrounding natural
infrastructure?

Where is the analysis of the long-term impact of adding such volume of fill to steep
terrain?

Why is there no clear study or contingency plan addressing these unavoidable structural
changes?

This land appears to not be naturally suited for a development of this scale, and altering it to
make it so may have irreversible environmental consequences.

3. Neighborhood and Environmental Disruption
This project, as proposed, will disrupt the character of our neighborhood, alter the
environmental balance, and potentially threaten the natural infrastructure that residents rely
on. The scale and placement of this development simply do not align with the capabilities or
limitations of this parcel.



For these reasons, I strongly urge the commissioners to deny this project and preserve
the integrity of our neighborhood and environment.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sam Feda



 

51 MILL POND ROAD HAMDEN, CT 06514 · 203.859.7013 
WWW.CONSERVECT.ORG/SOUTHWEST 

CGILLIGAN@CONSERVECT.ORG 

SOUTHWEST CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

         

January 7, 2026 

Dori Wollen, Chairperson 

Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency 

225 Center Road 

Easton, CT 06612 

 

Re: 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane Trumbull, CT – Application Peer Review, Application 

#25-726 

 

Dear Dori Wollen: 

The Southwest Conservation District (SWCD) is pleased to provide technical assistance 

and recommendations regarding the proposed development at 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane in 

Easton & Trumbull, CT. As you are aware, the SWCD provides support for municipalities 

in our service area on a range of conservation matters. 

 

The document has been broken down into several subsections for ease of reading and 

includes several attachments for visual representation of points of discussion through 

maps and photos. All visual references to attachments are italicized and bolded and 

photos are bolded. There are also references to various Easton and CT DEEP Policies 

and Regulations; excerpts of these are indented, in times new roman font, and italicized. 

Main points are further highlighted in yellow. 

 

Review of Proposed Development   

 

As part of our requested review of this proposal we reviewed several files that were 

submitted to the Town. These included: 

 

❖  Inland Wetlands Permit Application #25-726  –7-3-2025 & updated 12-

4-2025 

❖ Demolition Plan – 7-3-2025 

❖ Existing Conditions – 7-3-2025 



❖ Proposed Site Plan – 7-3-2025 

❖ William Kenny Associates Wetland and Watercourse Delineation – 7-3-2025 

❖ Environmental Land Solutions, LLC  Environmental Assessment – 7-3-2025 

❖ Staff Review & Recommendation from Town of Fairfield – 10-17-2025  

❖ Landtech Peer Review of Application– 10-27-2025  

❖ Trinkaus Engineering, LLC. Preliminary Assessment of the Civil Engineering 

Plan – 11-14-2025 

❖ Geotechnical Engineering Report – 11-20-2025 

❖ Jason Edwards Response to Landtech Peer Review Comments – 11-20-2025 

❖ Trinkaus Engineering , LLC Peer Review – 12-3-2025 

❖ Landtech Second Peer Review of Application – 12-4-2025 

❖ Landtech Engineering Peer Review of Application – 12-4-2025 

❖ Construction Stormwater General Permit 

❖ Town of Easton Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations 

❖ Town of Trumbull Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Regulations 

 

SWCD Staff Background 

 

Chris Sullivan is the Executive Director of SWCD and has a bachelors degree in 

Environmental Science from Allegheny College and a Masters in Public Administration 

from the University of New Haven.  He worked at CT DEEP for 11 years in the Water 

Bureau, developing TMDLs, working on stormwater permitting, evaluating ecological 

risk assessments, and doing watershed planning.  He also assisted with water quality 

monitoring efforts during that time.  He has previously completed Municipal Inland 

Wetlands Agency Comprehensive Training Program.  He also worked with CT DEEP on 

the creation and release of the newly updated Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual 

and the Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control.  Mr Sullivan is 

included in the acknowledgements for both of these State documents. He has been 

leading the SWCD for 6 years and regularly works on peer review and technical 

recommendations documents to provide support to Municipal Land Use Agencies 

across the service area of SWCD. 

 

 



Courtney Gilligan has degrees in Natural Resources (A.S.) and Biological Sciences; 

Biodiversity, Ecology and Conservation track (B.A). Additionally, 19 years of work 

experience in land management and natural resource protection. As the District’s 

Natural Resource Specialist, I regularly develop land management plans for residents, 

land trusts & municipalities and provide support for IW Commissions. This includes 

conducting peer reviews and assisting landowners that have been served NOVs get back 

into compliance with local wetland regulations. I have completed the Municipal Inland 

Wetlands Agency Comprehensive Training Program. Also, as a certified Qualified 

Inspector of Stormwater, I review plans and conduct E&S control inspections for all large 

solar array developments within the District to support CT DEEP. 

 

Technical Recommendation 

 

The applicant submitted materials on July 3, 2025 and revisions on December 4th, 2025. 

SWCD was requested to provide peer review of the proposed sediment & erosion 

controls, stormwater management plan, & adverse impacts to the Mill River and 

associated wetlands. 

 

Overview 

o The application is missing: an alternative, additional information about the 

proposed trees to be removed, and additional information on the NDDB 

request. The Commission has the right to deny an incomplete application. 

o The soils on site are not ideally suited to the proposed developments and 

stormwater management for the site. Costly installation, poor performance 

and high maintenance can be expected. 

o The current application will have adverse impacts to the Mill River and its 

associated wetlands by physically changing river character, altering slope 

stability & site hydrology, and altering wood turtle & trout habitat. 

 

Missing Application Pieces 
 



There are several pieces that are missing from the application; an alternative (prudent 

and feasible) plan, which is listed as a requirement for all applications in the Town of 

East Wetlands regulations, and additional ecological information and the applicant’s 

NDDB request, which have been requested by the Commission to aid in their 

consideration.  

 

According to Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 8.7: 

 

“Incomplete applications may be denied.”  

 

Alternative Plan 

 

The application is missing an alternative plan that would cause less or no 

environmental impact to the wetlands & watercourses on site. Easton's Inland 

Wetland Regulations, 7.5. states: 

 

“All applications shall include the following information in writing or on maps 

or drawings:… 

…f. Alternative which would cause less or no environmental impact to 

wetlands or watercourses and why the alternative as set forth in the 

application was chosen; all such alternatives shall be diagrammed on a site 

plan or drawing.”  

Additionally, Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 10.2.b states that the 

Commission shall utilize in their consideration: 

 

“The alternatives to the proposed action, including a consideration of 

alternatives that might enhance environmental quality or have a less 

detrimental effect, and which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the 

activity proposed in the application .”  

 

Further, Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 10.3 states: 

 

“In the case of any application, which received a public hearing pursuant to a  

finding by the Agency that the proposed activity may have a significant 

impact on wetlands or watercourses, a permit shall not be issued unless the 



Agency finds that a feasible and prudent alternative does not exist. In making 

this finding, the Agency shall consider the facts and circumstances set forth in 

Section 10 of these regulations. This finding and the reasons therefore shall 

be stated on the record in the decision of the Agency .”  

And, according to Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 10.4 asserts that if: 

 

“In the case of any application, which is denied on the basis of a finding that 

there may be feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed regulated 

activity which would have less adverse impact on wetlands or watercourses, 

the Agency shall propose on the record in writing the types of alternatives 

which the applicant my investigate provided this subsection shall not be 

construed to shift the burden from the applicant to prove that he is entitled 

to the permit or to present alternatives to the proposed regulated activity.”  

The applicant should include an alternative plan, or the Commission has the right 

to deny the application. 

 

Additional Ecological Information 

 

The Commission has requested additional information on the existing vegetation 

that is being requested to be removed in this development application. The 

Commission specifically asked for the number of trees to be removed and their 

trunk diameters. The applicant should supply this information for the 

Commission’s consideration. If they do not, the Commission can deny their 

application. 

 

Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 7.6 states that: 

 

“At the discretion of the Agency or its agent, or when proposed activity 

involves a significant impact, additional information, based on the nature and 

anticipated effects of the activity, include but not limited to the following is 

required:… 

…d. A description of the ecological communities and functions of the 

wetlands or watercourses involved with the application and the effects of the 

proposed activity on these communities and wetland functions; 



e. A description of how the applicant will change, diminish, or enhance the 

ecological communities and function of the wetlands or watercourses 

involved in the application and each alternative which would cause less or no 

environmental impact to wetlands or watercourses, and a description of why 

each alternative considered was deemed neither feasible nor prudent ”  

 

The applicant should supply the requested information about tree removals in 

the area surrounding the Mill River, or the Commission has the right to deny the 

application. 

 

NDDB Request and Wood Turtle Mitigation 

 

Additionally, the Commission requested a copy of the applicant’s NDDB request. 

This information should be provided to the Commission.  SWCD is in agreement 

with the concerns stated by Dr Michael Klemens in this regard. 

 

Further, species-specific protection & management measures should be added to 

the plans to avoid or minimize impacts on the species during construction. The 

applicant should consult with CT DEEP to ensure that any mitigation plan is 

appropriate. 

 

Connecticut’s General Permit, Appendix A states that:  

 

“In order to be eligible for coverage under the General Permit for the 

Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters from Construction 

Activities (“GP” or “the GP”), under section 3(b)(2) of the GP, a registrant must 

ensure that the construction activity, as defined in Section 2 of the GP, does 

not threaten the continued existence of any state or federal species listed as 

endangered or threatened (“listed species”) or result in the destruction or 

adverse modification of any habitat associated with such species.”  

Further, Connecticut's General Permit states: 

“Notwithstanding the NDDB screening results, if a listed species is 

encountered at the site of the construction activity, the registrant shall 

promptly contact the Department and may need to take additional action to 

ensure that the registrant does not violate section 3(b)(2) of the GP.”  

Additionally, Connecticut's General Permit states: 



“The Department’s Wildlife Division may determine that the construction 

activity has the potential to adversely impact listed species or their associated 

habitat. However, it may be possible to modify the construction activity or 

undertake certain on-site measures to avoid or significantly minimize such 

impacts. If the species or associated habitat in question is a state listed 

endangered or threatened species under section 26-306 of the general 

statutes, a registrant shall consult with the Department’s Wildlife Division to 

determine if an acceptable mitigation plan can be developed so impacts can 

be avoided or minimized such that a registrant remains in compliance with 

section 3(b)(2). If the species in question is a federally listed threatened or 

endangered species, any such consultation shall also include the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service.”  

 

The applicant should supply the requested information, or the Commission has 

the right to deny the application. 

 

Proposed Stormwater Management Design 
 

Other peer reviewers have reviewed the proposed stormwater management design in 

depth. It appears that the applicant has been taking recommendations into 

consideration and has been modifying the proposed stormwater management design.  

 

SWCD mapped the site using the USGS Web Soil Survey tool. This information can be 

useful for assessing and planning based upon the soils on site. These maps provide 

guidance, but on-site confirmation will provide the most accurate information. The 

applicant’s soil scientist provided a soil map (Attachment B). The applicant soil map 

shows that the USGS Web Soil Survey mapping is fairly accurate (Attachment C).  

 

The soils onsite are primarily Canton and Charlton fine sandy loams and Agawam fine 

sandy loams. Where there has previously been development, soils are Udorthents or 

Charlton/Urban land complex, which means the soil has been disturbed and contains a 

mixture of native soil and fill.  

 

Fine sandy loams are ideal for growing a wide variety of plants due to their balanced 

composition of sand, silt, and clay. Further, fine sandy loams offer good water holding 

capacity and fertility. Both Canton & Charlton and Agawam soils are well-draining and 

have medium surface runoff potential (Attachment D). Also, because their sand texture 



is fine, these soils are prone to compaction. Compaction can be avoided by not working 

soil when it is wet and avoiding the use of heavy equipment and machinery. It is also 

essential to keep permanent vegetation growing on these soils to prevent erosion. 

 

Basically, because most of the soil on the site is sandy loam, it drains well, but because 

the sand is fine and prone to compaction, some areas can become less well drained. 

Additionally, due to the area’s topography and hydrology, some of these soils are 

wetlands. It is important to avoid compaction and maintain pore space in the soil. 

Maintaining vegetation and avoiding bare soil on site will not only prevent erosion but 

also help maintain pore space for water and air within the soil to keep them well 

drained. Vegetation, especially deep-rooted vegetation, will also help slow and absorb 

stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces. 

 

SWCD used the NRCS Web Soil Survey tool to generate suitability maps for various 

development and stormwater management designs. These give ratings on why soils 

may be considered suitable or unsuitable for different applications.  

 

Areas in red are considered “very limited” and areas in yellow are considered 

“somewhat limited” and green are considered “not limited”. Soil features are 

rated on a scale of 0-1.00, with 1.00 being the largest negative impact. All 

negative features over 0.50 are highlighted in the corresponding table below 

each map. 

 

"Not limited"  indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for the 

specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be expected.  

 

"Somewhat limited"  indicates that the soil has features that are moderately 

favorable for the specified use. The limitations can be overcome or minimized by 

special planning, design, or installation. Fair performance and moderate 

maintenance can be expected.  

 

"Very limited"  indicates that the soil has one or more features that are 

unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally cannot be overcome 



without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation 

procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected. 

 

Color coding in following text descriptions for each soil suitability map /attachment to 

this report is based upon the applicant’s soil scientist determination of the predominant 

soils onsite being 60 Canton & Charlton soils. Please note that 62 is also Canton & 

Charlton, only with a greater slope percentage (hence why it is deemed more unsuitable 

for most applications). See attached maps and associated tables for more details about 

each of these categories. 

 

Attachment E  shows a map of the site’s suitability for dwellings with basements. 

The site’s major negative features are slope, depth to saturated zone, and depth to hard 

bedrock. These features will affect the ease and amount of excavation required to 

accomplish the proposed development. 

 

Attachment F  shows a map of the site’s suitability for unlined retention systems. 

These are stormwater BMPs that are meant to retain runoff from impervious surfaces. 

The site’s major negative soil features are slope, insufficient groundwater, vegetation 

establishment, and hard bedrock. These features will affect the construction of and how 

well the BMP will function. Excessive slope may cause lateral seepage and surfacing of 

the water in downslope areas. Some slopes may become unstable and move upon 

addition of water. 

 

Attachment G  shows a map of the site’s suitability for shallow infiltration systems. 

These are stormwater BMPs that are 1-3 feet in the ground. The site’s major negative 

soil features are slope, vegetation establishment, wetness, water movement and hard 

bedrock. These features will affect the construction of and how well the BMP will 

function. 

 

Attachment H  shows a map of the site’s suitability for deep infiltration systems. 

These are stormwater BMPs that are 3-5 feet in the ground. The site’s major negative 

soil features are slope, vegetation establishment, wetness, water movement and hard 

bedrock. These features will affect the construction of and how well the BMP will 

function. 



 

Attachment I  shows a map of the site’s lawns, landscaping, and golf fairways 

potential. The site’s major negative soil features are slope, low exchange capacity, 

depth to saturated zone, and droughty. These features will affect the establishment of 

new plantings. The sandy loams onsite are well draining and easily leach away nutrients 

(when plant roots have been removed and rhizosphere microbiome is disturbed). New 

plantings will need to be consistently irrigated and fertilized until established.  

 

Attachment J  shows a map of the site’s pesticide leaching potential. This measures 

the likelihood that the soil will transmit pesticides (or other water-based contaminants, 

such as fertilizer) to groundwater. The site’s major negative soil features are wetness and 

seepage. Similar to above, water is expected to move quickly through these soils. Any 

fertilization needs to be carefully monitored to ensure excess nutrients are not leached 

into the water table which then quickly enter the Mill River. 

 

Attachment K  shows a map of the site’s pesticide runoff potential. This measures the 

likelihood that the soil will transmit pesticides (or other water-based contaminant, such 

as fertilizer) to surface water. The site’s major negative soil feature is excessive runoff. 

Surface runoff is expected to move quickly through and over these soils (due to slope). 

Any fertilization needs to be carefully monitored to ensure excess nutrients do not travel 

via surface runoff into the Mill River. 

 

Temporary & Permanent Impacts to the Mill River & Associated 

Wetlands 
 

The current application has probable temporary and permanent impacts to the Mill 

River and associated wetlands.  

 

Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 2.1. states that: 

 

“’Regulated Activity’ means any operation within or use of a wetland or 

watercourse involving removal or deposition of material, or any obstruction, 

construction, alteration, or pollution of such wetlands or watercourses, but 

shall not include the specified activities in Section 22a-40 of the Connecticut 

General Statutes (permitted uses As of Right--see Section 4 of these 



Regulations). Furthermore, any clearing, grubbing, filling, grading, paving, 

excavating, constructing, depositing, or removing of material and discharging 

of storm water on the land within one hundred (100) feet, measured 

horizontally, from the boundary of any wetland or watercourse or two 

hundred (200) feet, measured horizontally, from the Aspetuck River, Mill 

River (bold added for emphasis by SWCD), Saugatuck Reservoir, Aspetuck 

Reservoir, Hemlock Reservoir, Easton Lake Reservoir, or Pfeiffer Pond, or other 

ponds having an area in excess of three (3) acres, is a regulated activity. 

Measurement of a boundary from bodies of water shall be measured from the 

ordinary high water mark. The Agency may rule that any other activity located 

within such upland review area or in any other non-wetland or non-

watercourse area is likely to impact or affect wetlands or watercourses and is 

a regulated activity.” 

Attachment A shows the approximate location of Easton’s 100-foot upland review area, 

the Mill River’s 200-foot upland review area, CT DEEP’s NDDB layer (300-foot habitat 

focus area), parcel boundaries and town boundaries. 

 

Intermittent Stream/Runoff Ditch 
 

Additional rainfall data for intermittent stream evaluation dates: 

August 9th, 2023 N/A N/A 

May 28th, 2025 Rainfall May 28th  0.40” 

June 20th, 2025   Rainfall June 16-18th 0.32” 

Data from Morelli's Weather - KCTTRUMB35 -Trumbull, CT 

 

Removal of Existing Tree Canopy will Change River Character 
 

The proposed development includes the removal of mature tree canopy that will 

change the physical character of the riparian buffer of the Mill River and 

associated wetlands. The Commission needs to consider the environmental 

impact of the proposed action in their decision making.  

 

 Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 10.2.a states that: 

 

“The environmental impact of the proposed action, including the effects on 

the inland wetland’s and watercourse’s capacity to support fish and wildlife, to 

prevent flooding, to supply and protect surface and groundwater, to control 



sediment, to facilitate drainage, to control pollution, to support recreational 

activities, and to promote health and safety.” 

Further, Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, Appendix C, Guidelines, Upland 

Review Area Regulations, Connecticut's Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Act, 

June 1997 states: 

“While requiring a permit for specified activities within defined upland review 

area boundaries, these wetland agencies still maintain their authority to 

regulate proposed activities located in more distant upland areas if they find 

that the activities are likely to impact or affect a wetland or watercourse.”  

 

Specifically, controlling temperature is listed as an important role in the Upland 

Review Area and Mill River Review Area. Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 

Appendix C, Guidelines, Upland Review Area Regulations, Connecticut's Inland 

Wetlands & Watercourses Act, June 1997 states: 

 

“Control(ling) Temperature: 

Shrubs and trees shade wetlands and watercourses and help maintain cold 

water aquatic habitats in summer and insulate them from deep frost in winter. 

Water temperatures suitable for fish spawning and egg and fry development 

are maintained. 

Cooler water supports higher dissolved oxygen.”  

The proposed development will likely change the temperature of the Mill River 

and its associated wetlands by removing mature tree canopy and all associated 

shading provided by this canopy.  

 

Further, Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, Appendix C, Guidelines, Upland 

Review Area Regulations, Connecticut's Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Act, lists 

specific regulated activities and their potential wetland and watercourse impacts: 

 

“Clearing, grubbing & grading: 



Loss of stream shading, Increased surface water temperature, Loss of food 

source for aquatic organisms, Loss of riparian habitat/diminished in stream 

habitat value, Increased storm-water runoff, Reduced capacity to remove 

nutrients and other impurities from runoff, Soil erosion/sedimentation, 

Destabilization of stream banks, Increased disturbance of aquatic and wetland 

animals, Release of nutrients bound in the soil, and Loss of instream habitat 

diversity from wind-thrown trees & branches.”  

“Excavating: 

Soil erosion/sedimentation, Altered surface and ground-water discharge 

patterns and quantity, Diversion or dewatering of wetland/watercourse, and 

Destabilization of watercourse channels.”  

“Constructing: 

Soil erosion/deposition, Disturbance of adjacent fish and wildlife habitats, 

Increased non-point sources of water pollution, and Fragmentation of 

wetland/watercourse habitats.”  

“Depositing Material: 

Erosion/loss of material into regulated area, Leaching/pollution potential, 

Disturbance of adjacent aquatic habitats, Alteration of riparian habitats and 

Other impacts similar to filling and constructing.”  

“Removing Material: 

Discharge/loss of material to regulated area, Modification of riparian habitats, 

Surface drainage changes, and Other impacts similar to clearing, grubbing or 

grading.”  

All highlighted impacts are potential adverse impacts to the Mill River and are 

not addressed by the current application. 

 

Removal of Existing Trees will Alter Slope Stability and Site Hydrology 
 

Vegetation is an important component in riparian systems and how they function. 

It minimizes erosion, maintains soil health and function, and affects hydrology.  

 



Vegetation aids in the mitigation of erosion. While soil type certainly plays a role 

in the erodibility of an area, the plant community that resides there also 

maintains a role. The mature forest on site with a robust understory of shrubs and 

herbaceous plants has currently prevented erosion on-site despite the steep 

slope that exists on the property. A diversity of vegetation supplies a mixture of 

varying root structures which provide soil stabilization, water regulation, and soil 

structure that promotes infiltration (Ossola et al., 2015). Plant roots, plant 

exudates, and organic matter from plant residues protect soil structure, function 

and resiliency from changing environmental conditions. Soils with poor structure 

have less soil aggregate stability and are more prone to erosion (USDA-NRCS, 

2008). Vegetation decreases erosion because it supports the biological soil 

processes that chemically bind soil particles together (soil aggregate stability) 

and its root structures provide physical stability. 

 

A diversity of plants leads to a high diversity of other organisms, including soil 

microbes. A majority of soil microbes reside in the rhizosphere, or soil 

surrounding plant roots. These microbes are essential for soil aggregate stability, 

as well as nutrient and pollutant removal from water moving through soils. 

Decreasing presence and diversity of plants and their associated soil microbes 

can lead to increased invasion of non-native plant species and decreased nutrient 

uptake from water (Dodds et al., 2020). Nutrients, such as nitrogen and 

phosphorus, are removed from stormwater when soil microbes convert them to 

forms to be utilized by other microbes and plants (Akpor, 2014). Vegetation and 

associated soil microbes create healthy soil that is highly functioning and resilient 

in nature. 

 

Vegetation affects the hydrology of soil. Trees reduce runoff, increase infiltration 

of stormwater and regulate hydrology through canopy interception, infiltration, 

and transpiration (Baker et al., 2021, Dowtin et al., 2023). The tree canopy 

provides a buffer that disperses the energy of rainfall, absorbs and stores rainfall, 

and funnels rainfall from stems down the base of trees into the roots and 

surrounding soil. The presence of vegetation not only helps stormwater infiltrate 

into the soil by more than 60% compared to unvegetated soil but also stores 

water in leaves and bark that is later transpired back into the system (Dowtin et 



al., 2023). Additionally, shrubs and herbaceous vegetation carry out similar 

processes on smaller scales. Vegetation is an important component of a soil’s 

hydrology because it helps regulate water within the soil despite changing 

environmental conditions. 

 

The removal of mature trees on site will alter the slope’s stability and the site’s 

existing hydrology.  

 

Further, the primary soils onsite are denoted in Soil Survey Mapping has having 

the limitations of slope and vegetation establishment.  

 

Removal of Existing Trees will Alter Wood Turtle and Brook Trout Habitat 
 

Wood Turtles 
 

Wood Turtles (Glyptemys insculpta) are found near forested streams, requiring a 

mix of riverine, open fields and forested riparian habitat to survive. Wood turtles 

use adjacent upland forest within 300ft of rivers for foraging (“focus” habitat) and 

regularly travel up to about 1000ft away from the river edges (CT DEEP). Sandy 

soils are required for nesting. Wood turtles can live up to 60 years and cannot 

breed until they are around 14 years old. Late maturity and low reproductive 

potential lead to an increased susceptibility of this species to disturbances in 

habitat (USFWS, 2022). 

 

It is crucial to leave buffer zones and minimize disturbance along waterways, 

maintain good water quality, control sedimentation, and restrict pesticide use 

near waterways to help preserve Wood turtle habitat (Michigan State University, 

2025). 

 

The removal of upland forest adjacent to the Mill River will affect the current 

possible habitat of wood turtles temporarily. The building of the retaining wall 

will decrease the current possible habitat of wood turtles permanently by 

restricting their movement to approximately 100 feet from the river. This would 

decrease the “focused” existing potential habitat by at least 100-200 feet 



(depending upon current site conditions of forest or development) and limit their 

regular habitat by approximately 900 feet. 

 

Brook Trout 
 

Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) are found only in small headwater streams 

where habitat alteration, angling pressure and competition from brown trout are 

low. They prefer to live in water at 13-18°C (~55-65° F) and will migrate to seek 

refuge if the habitat becomes too warm (>22ºC or ~72°F) (Eastern Brook Trout 

Joint Venture, 2012).  

 

Sufficient dissolved oxygen is also critical to brook trout survival. Optimum 

oxygen levels for brook trout are ≥7 mg/l at temperatures < 15°C (59°F) and ≥9 

mg/l at temperatures ≥15°C (59°F) (Raleigh, R. F.,1982). A decline in brook trout 

populations serves as an early warning that the health of an entire system is at 

risk. 

 

The proposed removal of trees would decrease the canopy cover along the 

southeastern side of the Mill River. This will increase direct sunlight to the Mill 

River, resulting in increased water temperatures and decreased dissolved oxygen 

levels. 

 

Wildlife Habitat is Wetland and Watercourses 
 

When considering their decision, the Commission, according to Easton's Inland 

Wetland Regulations, 10.5 should : 

 

“For the purpose of this section, ‘wetlands and watercourses’ include aquatic, 

plant or animal life and habitats in wetlands or water courses.”  

Further, Easton's Inland Wetland Regulations, 10.5 asserts: 

 

“The agency shall not deny or condition an application for a regulated activity 

in an area outside wetlands or watercourse on the basis of an impact or effect 

on aquatic, plant, or animal life unless such activity will likely impact or affect 

the physical characteristics of such wetlands or watercourses.”  



The removal of mature upland forest adjacent to the Mill River will affect the 

current physical characteristics of the Mill River and in turn alter available habitat 

for wood turtles and brook trout.  

 

 

Conclusions 

Our main concerns with the existing proposed plan are: 

 

-The applicant should include an alternative, additional information about the 

proposed trees to be removed, and the NDDB request to complete their 

application. The Commission has the right to deny an incomplete application. 

 

-The soils found on site are not ideally suited to the proposed developments for 

the site. Poor performance and high maintenance can be expected based on soil 

characteristics. 

 

- Removal of the existing tree canopy will physically change river character, alter 

slope stability & site hydrology, and impact wood turtle & trout habitat. 

 

 

We believe the current proposal is not a complete application. Additionally, there are 

some concerns whether it adheres to Easton’s Inland Wetland & Watercourse 

Regulations as it will have impacts on the Mill River and its associated wetlands.  

 

We recommend denying the current proposal. Connecticut’s and the Town of Easton’s 

Regulations highlighted above clearly show that considering these factors is necessary 

for CT DEEP approval and in the Commission’s decision-making process.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 



Chris Sullivan 

Executive Director 

 

 
Courtney Gilligan 

Natural Resource Specialist  
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October 27, 2025 
 
Dori Wollen, Chairperson 
Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency 
225 Center Road 
Easton, CT 06612 
 
RE: 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane Trumbull, CT - Application Peer Review, Application #25-726 

 
Dear Ms. Wollen: 
 
LANDTECH has conducted a review of application documents pertaining to proposed site 
improvements at 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane and conducted on-site evaluations of the project area. 

Reviewed application documents include:  

 Inland Wetlands Permit Application – 25-726. 

 “Mill River Park 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane, Trumbull & Easton, Connecticut”, prepared by J. Edwards 
& Associates, LLC, 21 Sheets, dated 10-01-23 revised 06-12-2025. 

 Landscape Plan, prepared by Environmental Land Solutions, LLC, dated 1.21.25 

 Letter report to Mr. Steven Shapiro from William Kenny titled “Wetlands and Watercourse 
Delineation 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane in Easton, Connecticut, dated May 12, 2025. 

 Letter report to Mr. Steven Shapiro titled “Watercourse Determination 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane, 
Trumbull & Easton, Connecticut, dated July 10, 2025. 

 Letter report to Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Agency Town of Easton and Inland Wetlands 
and Watercourses Commission Town of Trumbull, from Matthew J Popp, dated April 10, 2025. 

Based on our October 22, 2025 site visit and a review of the above application documents, we offer 
the following environmental comments for your consideration. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS 

1) Application materials claim 0.13 acres of wetland/watercourse restoration, enhancement, or 
creation, the Environmental Assessment states no direct wetland disturbance beyond native 
mitigation plantings, however, LP.1 shows no in-wetland plantings. Either (a) identify and map the 
specific in-wetland enhancement actions and limits totaling 0.13 acres, or (b) revise all documents 
to remove the claim and reclassify the work as upland-buffer plantings. Submit updated plans with 
a keyed planting plan (species, sizes, methods, quantities), a reconciliation table of acreages, 
performance standards with a two-year monitoring program, and consistent language across the 
application, Environmental Assessment, and LP.1. 

2) The 100-foot and 200-foot regulated setback lines are shown on some plans but not others and in 
some cases, the lines are shown but they are not labeled.  Both the 100 and 200-foot regulatory 
setback lines should be shown on all the site plans. 

3) The “URA Activities” section of the Environmental Assessment addresses activities within the 100-
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ft Upland Review Area but omits the 200-ft regulated setback to the Mill River defined in §2.1 
(‘Regulated Activity’). The applicant should update the Environmental Assessment to identify and 
quantify all proposed activities within the 200-ft Mill River regulated area, including grading, 
utilities, stormwater BMPs, access, and vegetation clearing, and provide a table summarizing 
impacts and mitigation within each zone.” 

4) Subsurface detention is shown beneath the parking area under the building. This creates 
inspection, cleanout, and replacement constraints. Provide: (a) an O&M plan with inspection 
frequencies, pretreatment, sediment storage, and responsible party; (b) access details including 
vehicle access for jetting and vacuuming; (c) service life, warranty, and a replacement approach 
without structural demolition; (d) a defined bypass and overflow path during maintenance or 
clogging; (e) structural design loads, and (f) an alternatives analysis explaining why under-building 
placement is needed versus siting in accessible open areas. 

5) How will the soil in the footprint of the detention system, which requires infiltration in the soil, be 
protected from compaction during the construction process? 

6) The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Sheet 2.3) shows a double row of silt fencing along the 
limit of disturbance.  Due to the disturbance of the upgradient steep slope and the large area of 
overall disturbance on the property, we recommend the placement of hay bales in between the 
two rows of fencing.  The hay bales will provide additional stability to the upgradient fencing as 
well as additional filtration capability to the controls. 

7) A defined channel is located in the center of the property from a leak off on Plumtree Lane, the 
channel becomes less defined at the bottom of the steep slope.  This channel was evaluated to 
determine if it met the definition of an intermittent watercourse. 

An intermittent watercourse in Connecticut is defined as: having a defined permanent channel and 
bank and the occurrence of two or more of the following characteristics: 

 Evidence of scour or deposits of recent alluvium or detritus; 

 The presence of standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm incident; 
and, 

 The presence of hydrophytic vegetation. 

Our inspection on October 21, 2025 found that the channel was well defined and that scour and 
alluvium detritus was present.  The channel did not contain hydrophytic vegetation.  Due to the 
drought conditions we are currently in, we could not confirm the presence of standing or flowing 
water after a storm event.  Therefore, we refer to William Kenny’s report which states that they 
found no standing or flowing water for a duration longer than a particular storm event during their 
Augus t 9, 2023 investigation.  Mr. Kenny returned to the site on May 28 and June 20, 2025 and 
evaluated the channel again and found no water in the channel.  We looked at the precipitation 
amounts for those dates and found that August 9, 2023 was after two days of rain totaling 0.92”, 
May 28, 2025 had around 0.26” of rain, while the June 20th visit occurred after four days of rain 
totaling 0.17”, as recorded in Bridgeport, CT. 

Based on the above information, the channel does not appear to meet the definition of an 
intermittent watercourse and therefore would not be regulated. 
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8) The Environmental Assessment prepared by Environmental Land Solutions provides an 
assessment of the wetland’s functions and values.  Under Fish and Shellfish Habitat the report 
merely states that the Mill River provides finfish habitat. 

The section of Mill River flowing from just south of the Easton Reservoir to the Merritt Parkway is 
a Class 1 Trout brook which affords it certain protections.  The Mill River has a watershed of 
approximately 32 mi2 in six municipalities with the majority of the river being located in Easton 
(52.9%) and Fairfield (33.9%)1. This property is within the Canoe Brook subwatershed 
encompassing 16.8% of the total watershed.  The portion of the river on the property is designated 
as Class A water. In 2004 the Mill River was added to the 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies (as 
designated in the Clean Water Act) for not meeting Connecticut Water Quality Standards due to 
exceedances of E. coli bacteria1. 

These waters need to be protected from temperature changes so the riparian community is vital 
to these waters. This designation also affords it protections against an influx of suspended solids, 
turbidity, increases in water temperature (requiring protections of the riparian community), 
nutrient loading (phosphorous, nitrogen and ammonia) and bacteria including E. Coli. 
Management recommendations from the Mill River Management Plan is to control nitrogen input 
through stormwater quality treatments and controlling streambank erosion and stormwater 
volume reductions via increasing perviousness, and infiltration or detention which the proposed 
site development plan addresses.  However, streambank enhancement efforts should be 
considered such as planting native shrubs which provide soil stability, shading and wildlife habitat 
and trees which provide canopy cover shade, soil stability through deeper roots and transpiration 
of water. 

The Applicant should review the Mill River Watershed Management Plan and make sure the 
project complies with its recommendations. Information should be provided by the Applicant 
recognizing the sensitivity of this resource and explain how the proposed project will or will not 
impact the special needs of the river. 

9) The Environmental Assessment understates the riparian corridor. The Applicant should expand the 
analysis beyond ‘suburban-adapted species’ to cover: habitat connectivity and edge-avoidant 
species use; shading and cold-water protection; bank stability and large woody debris recruitment; 
flood storage and hyporheic exchange; nutrient and bacteria attenuation; leaf-litter and 
invertebrate production; and migration/refuge functions. Map existing canopy, understory, and 
invasive cover; quantify gaps. Propose buffer enhancements (native trees and shrubs, no-mow 
zones, invasive control), with performance standards and two-year monitoring. 

10) These properties lie within a Natural Diversity Database area.  The Applicant should provide the 
results of their NDDB request. The Environmental Assessment was prepared in April and NDDB 
response letters are typically generated in minutes or in more complex sites, the report may take 
a couple weeks for a DEEP biologist to review.  The results should be available now and should be 
presented. 

11) The proposed treatment train directs roof and pavement runoff to deep-sump catch basins for 
gross solids, then to hydrodynamic separators for finer sediment and floatables. Flows enter an 
underground detention system designed for infiltration and groundwater recharge. Excess 

 
1 Mill River Watershed Management Plan 
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discharges to a level spreader for sheet flow dispersion and additional soil filtration before reaching 
the Mill River. This sequence is appropriate for a project of this scale provided pretreatment, sizing, 
access, and O&M are adequate. We have not reviewed the project specific stormwater 
management report; if requested, we can perform a compliance review against Town standards 
and the Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual. 

12) The property’s ability to handle water onsite will be altered by the removal of mature trees which, 
by way of their roots, take up water for metabolic processes. The Applicant should explain how the 
proposed plan will compensate or mitigate for this change. 

13) Note 18 says disturbance will be limited to 1 acre at any time. Note 13 says Approximately 2.1 
acres will be disturbed.  This indicates that the project is to be phased, but no phasing is noted.  
Application should reconcile these notes 

14) The Underground Utilities Plan is labeled as Sheet 2.1 when it appears it should be labeled as 2.2.  
This should be corrected for clarity. 

Please contact us if you have any questions or require clarification. 

 
Very truly yours, 
LANDTECH 
 

 

 

 
Thomas Ryder, 
Senior Ecologist 
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Trinkaus Engineering, LLC    
114 Hunters Ridge Road 

Southbury, Connecticut   06488 

203-264-4558 (office & fax) 

+1-203-525-5153 (mobile) 

E-mail:  strinkaus@earthlink.net 

http://www.trinkausengineering.com 

 

      December 3, 2025 

 

Ms. Dori Wollen, Chairman 

Inland Wetlands Agency 

Town of Easton 

225 Center Road 

Easton, Connecticut    06612 

 

    Re: Mill River Park 

     5 & 15 Plumtree Lane 

     Trumbull & Easton, Connecticut 

 

Dear Ms. Wollen and Members of the Inland Wetlands Agency, 

 

At the request of the Town of Easton, I have performed a review of the civil engineering 

plans for the above reference project.  I have reviewed the following documents. 

 

Documents Reviewed: 

a. 14 sheet plan set by J. Edwards & Associates, LLC, revised to 6/12/25. 

b. Stormwater Management Report by Lambert Civil Design, LLC revised to 

10/1/25. 

 

Executive Summary: 

A. The stormwater management system will not reduce non-point source pollutant which 

will result in their discharge to the Mill River, where adverse water quality impacts will 

occur over time. 

B. There are issues with the proposed site design that will require significant changes to the 

proposed development plan to address them.  These changes will likely place more of the 

development closer to the wetland boundary and the Mill River. 

 

After reviewing the above documents, I have the following comments for consideration 

by the Inland Wetlands Commission. 

 

Site Plans: 

Sheet 1.0:  No comment on this sheet. 
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Sheet 1.1: 

1. This map has not been signed by the soil scientist who delineated the inland wetlands on 

the site.  This is common practice for the soil scientist to sign the map which confirms the 

accuracy of the delineation. 

 

Sheet 2.0:  No comment on this sheet. 

 

Sheet 2.1 (site plan): 

2. Several of the proposed retaining walls are located in very close proximity to existing 

property lines and if these walls utilize a geogrid system, the geogrid will extend beyond 

the property line in the Right of Way for Plumtrees Lane.  All construction must be 

limited to the applicant’s property unless easements have been obtained for work outside 

the limit of the property line. 

 

Sheet 2.1 (underground utility plan): 

3. The primary stormwater detention system is located under the parking garage.   This is 

problematic for the following reasons: 

a. The bottom of the system is located 8’ below the garage slab and there are no 

provisions for inspection or maintenance ports on any portion of the detention 

system. 

b. Two online hydrodynamic separator are proposed on either end of the detention 

system.   Online hydrodynamic separators will only reduce TSS loads by 29% 

(University of New Hampshire Stormwater Center) or 38% (American Society of 

Civil Engineers BMP Database) which is an average of online and offline 

configurations).  These removal rates are based upon actual field monitoring data 

and not results from a lab. 

c. No soil tests were conducted within the actual footprint of the underground 

detention system which is required by the CT DEEP 2024 Storm Water Quality 

Manual “2024 Manual”.   

d. No double ring infiltration tests were conducted at or below the bottom of the 

underground detention system, which is necessary to properly model the 

underground detention system and are also required under the 2024 Manual.   

e. The 2024 Manual is only a Guidance Document; it is not a law or mandated 

regulation.   The design professional must provide computations that meet the 

requirements of the 2024 Manual. 

f. It has not been proven that runoff volumes will be reduced as no infiltration tests 

were carried out. 

g. Roof drains are shown being connected directly to the underground detention 

system with no treatment of this runoff.   Approximately 40% of annual nutrient 

loads (phosphorous and nitrogen) are the result of atmospheric deposition on an 

impervious surface so treatment of the roof runoff must be provided. 

h. It has not been proven that the underground detention system will reduce non-

point source pollutant loads.   

i. As the catch basins and online hydrodynamic separators will provide minimal 

treatment of the runoff, increased non-point source pollutant loads will be 

discharged to the wetland system and the Mill River. 
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4. No treatment is provided for any runoff from the underground parking garage which is 

being discharged to the sanitary sewer system.   The CT DEEP requires treatment of this 

runoff prior to discharging. 

5. Only a single catch basin is proposed in the under-building parking area.   It is unclear 

how snowmelt and drips from cars in the parking area will be directed to the single catch 

basin. 

6. No layout of the under-building parking spaces has been provided, so it cannot be 

evaluated if the aisle width is adequate for the movement of vehicles. 

7. Two level spreaders consisting of precast 48” x 48” galleries are proposed for the 

discharge of runoff onto the upland slope.  Galleries do not provide a uniform discharge 

of runoff so discharges from the level spreader will become concentrated at the low 

points of the gallery system.   This concentrated flow will cause erosion of the upland 

slope above the delineated inland wetland system. 

 

Sheet 2.3: 

8. No labeling of the contours for the temporary sediment traps have been provided.  

Contours and the area of each contour are necessary so the stated volume of the 

temporary sediment trap can be confirmed.   

9. No top of berm elevation has been provided for all three sediment traps.   Additionally, 

no invert for the end of the spillway has been provided. 

10. The proposed erosion control measures are shown to be more or less perpendicular to 

existing contours.   The CT DEEP 2024 Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment 

Control “2024 Guidelines” require that erosion control measures shall be installed 

parallel to the existing contours to avoid concentrated flow along the face of the erosion 

control measure. 

11. A siltation fence barrier is shown just above the delineated inland wetland boundary.  

Does the applicant have plans to disturbed the slope below the general limit of 

construction shown on the plans?   If not, then what is the purpose of this barrier? 

12. The location of the construction trailer appears to interfere with the movement of 

concrete trucks to access the concrete wash-out area.   If the trailer is to remain in this 

location, it needs to be demonstrated that the concrete truck can drive around the trailer. 

 

Sheet 2.4: 

13. The turning movement plan is incomplete as it does not show how the fire truck will turn 

around in the site and exit back onto Plumtree Road.  This is a relevant issue because if 

the driveway alignment must change for the movement of emergency vehicles, it will 

force the proposed development closer to the delineated inland wetland boundary. 

14. The dumpster cannot be accessed by a garbage truck without fully blocking the main 

driveway as shown. 

 

Sheet LP-1:  No comment on this sheet. 

 

Sheet 3.1: 

15. The Erosion Control and Storm Water Pollution Control Plan states that only one acre 

will be disturbed at each time.   In this is the case, then a phasing plan is necessary, and a 

phasing plan has not been provided. 
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16. The sequence of construction states that erosion control measures will be installed prior 

to tree clearing.   This will result in the trees being cut and likely falling across erosion 

control measures, damaging them. 

17. Under Roadway and Parking Areas, it is stated that sweeping will be done twice a year 

which will result in negligible reductions of non-point source pollutant loads from the 

driveway/parking surfaces. 

18. While no mottling was observed in the two test pits, the depth of roots is indicative of a 

seasonal high groundwater table being a few inches below the observed root depth as 

roots will be in an aerobic zone, just above available water.  I made this comment as an 

expert in Forestry based upon my Bachelor of Science in Forest Management.  The depth 

of roots should be considered as a restrictive depth in the soil unless infiltration tests 

performed 12” below the root depth confirms infiltrative capacity of the underlying soil. 

 

Sheet 3.2:  No comment on this sheet. 

 

Sheet 3.3:  No comment on this sheet. 

 

Sheet 3.4:  No comment on this sheet. 

 

Sheet 3.5: 

19. The dimensions of the outlet control orifice are not defined in detail. 

20. No invert elevation of the outlet control orifice has been provided on detail. 

21. The detail of the “Infiltration Gallery Level Spreader Outlet”  is not a level spreader from 

a stormwater management perspective.  The reason for this is simple, the multiple holes 

on the side of the gallery are never at the exact same elevation, thus runoff will always 

find the lowest point and discharge at that location resulting in concentrated flow.  

Concentrated flow over an undisturbed upland slope will cause erosion over time.   Any 

soil eroded by the flow travel down the slope toward the wetlands. 

22. Was the soil testing witnessed by either a representative of the Town of Easton or 

Trumbull?   

 

Stormwater Management Report: 

23. The stormwater report claims reductions of runoff volume which are not correct as it has 

not been demonstrated that any infiltration will occur in the underground detention 

system.   Without infiltration of runoff, significantly higher runoff volumes will be 

discharged from the level spreaders on the uphill slope where erosion will occur over 

time. 

24. It is stated on page 3 that the system is designed to infiltrate within 48 hours, but then 

goes on to state that exfiltration was not included in the HydroCAD model.  If exfiltration 

is not included in the hydrologic model, then there is no basis to claim infiltration from 

the system. 

25. Simply providing the Water Quality Volume in a stormwater practice and claiming that 

pollutant load reductions by DEEP will be met is not supported by science as non-point 

source pollutants are found in particulate and soluble form.  A pollutant loading analysis 

must be provided. 
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26. According to the routing analysis of the Retain It system, invert of the 6” x 6” orifice will 

be set at elevation 160.0’ which is three (3) feet above the bottom of the Retain It system.   

As it has not been demonstrated that any infiltration will occur, the storage volume 

between 157.0’ and 160.0’ within the Retain It system cannot be considered as available 

storage volume, thus the system is significantly under-sized, and the claims of peak rate 

reduction are not valid. 

27. The calculation which states that the system will drain down in 27.16 hours is not valid as 

you cannot use Rawls Rates (national average infiltration rates from 1982) as they are not 

specific to this site.   Field infiltration testing must be done, but none has been done.    

28. A percolation test was done; however, the DEEP Manual forbids the use of percolation 

tests for the design of an infiltration practice. 

29. The TSS removal rates cited in the Contech literature are based on lab results and not real 

world conditions.   As noted above, TSS removal rates vary widely in the field and are 

dependent upon the configuration of the unit. 

30. The CT DEEP requires that Total Suspended Solids (TSS) be reduced by 90%, Total 

Phosphorous (TP) by 60%, and Total Nitrogen (TN) by 40%.  Using the data in the 

stormwater report and Scheuler’s Equation I calculated the pollutant loads which will be 

generated by this site and then applied published removal efficiencies to determine if the 

proposed stormwater management system will meet the CT DEEP requirements.  The 

results are shown below. 

 

APARTMENT PROJECT - 5 & 15 PLUMTREES LANE, EASTON-TRUMBULL, CT

WATERSHED TOTAL AREA IMPERVIOUS AREA RUNOFF COEFFICIENT WATER QUALITY STORM (INCHES)

BASIN A(acres) = 1.767 I (%) = 83.6 Rv = 0.8 P = 1.3

POLLUANT LOADS DETERMINED BY SCHUELER EQUATION:  L = (0.226)*(P)*(Pj)*(Rv)*(C)*(A)

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

TSS = 60 mg/l

TP = 0.3 mg/l

TN = 1.5 mg/l

ZN = 0.07 mg/l

TPH = 2 mg/l

CALCULATED POLLUTANT LOADS - WATER QUALITY STORM (1.3"/24 HOURS)

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

TSS 23.74401 lbs

TP 0.11872 lbs

TN 0.5936 lbs

ZN 0.027701 lbs

TPH 0.791467 lbs

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT TREATMENT SYSTEMS

Catch Basin with 24" deep sump

Pollutant Removal Removal Percent

TSS 1.187201 lbs 5.00%

TP 0 lbs 0.00%

TN 0 lbs 0.00%

ZN 0.000554 lbs 2.00%

TPH 0.055403 lbs 7.00%

ONLINE HYDRODYNAMIC SEPARATOR

Pollutant Removal Removal Percent Cumulative Percent

TSS 6.541476 lbs 29.00% 32.55

TP 0 lbs 0.00% 0

TN 0 lbs 0.00% 0

ZN 0.005701 lbs 21.00% 22.58

TPH 0.309147 lbs 42.00% 46.06
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31. The proposed stormwater management system will not achieve the required TSS, TP, and 

TN reductions as found in the 2024 Manual.  As TSS is not being adequately reduced, 

neither are metals and hydrocarbons which commonly bind to fine sediment particles.  

The result of the lack of compliance with the CT DEEP Water Quality Standards will 

result in the discharge of these pollutants to the Mill River.  It is well documented in 

professional literature the adverse water quality impacts associated increased pollutant 

loads in aquatic systems. 

32. The stormwater management system does not comply with the CT DEEP 2024 Storm 

Water Quality Manual as far as the design of the underground and surface practices 

proposed and the two types of systems will not reduce non-point source pollutant loads as 

required by the manual as well as the Town of Easton MS-4 permit. 

 

A copy of professional qualifications is attached for the record.  Please contact my office if 

you have questions on these preliminary assessments. 

 

 

    Respectfully Submitted, 

    Trinkaus Engineering, LLC 

     

     
    Steven D. Trinkaus, PE 
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December 4, 2025 
 
Dori Wollen, Chairperson 
Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency 
225 Center Road 
Easton, CT 06612 
 
 
RE: 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane Trumbull, CT - Application Peer Review, Application #25-726 

 
Dear Ms. Wollen: 
 
LANDTECH has conducted a review of application documents pertaining to proposed site 
improvements at 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane relative to the site engineering aspects of the project. 

Reviewed application documents include:  

 Inland Wetlands Permit Application – 22-726. 
 “Mill River Park 5 & 15 Plumtree Lane, Trumbull & Easton, Connecticut”, prepared by J. 

Edwards & Associates, LLC, 21 Sheets, dated 10-01-23 revised 06-12-2025. 
 “Stormwater Management Report”, dated February 11, 2025, revised to October 1, 2025, 

prepared by Lambert Civil Design, LLC. 

 “Geotechnical Engineering Report for Proposed Multi-Family Residences”, dated November 
26, 2024, prepared by Atlantic Consulting & Engineering. 

Based on our review of the above application documents, we offer the following comments for your 
consideration. 
 
Sheet 1.1. – Existing Conditions: 

1.1a. The size of the drainage pipe entering/discharging from Plumtree Lane should be 
called out. 

1.1b. Existing storm drainage pipe material and size should be called out. 
1.1c. Sanitary sewer sizes, pipe material, and pipe sizes should be called out 

Sheet 2.1 – Site Plan: 
2.1a. The type of the proposed retaining walls should be called out.  Detailed engineering 

of the walls should be required prior to obtaining building permits. 
2.1b. Typical parking space dimensions, driveway widths, and curb radii should be called 

out. 
2.1c. Based on the grades shown, the proposed stairs at the rear of the complex do not 

appear to contain enough steps. 

Sheet 2.2 (Mislabeled as 2.1) – Underground Utilities Plan: 
Level Spreaders: 
The proposed level spreaders are of a design that I personally have not seen before.  This design 



Easton Conservation Commission/IWA  December 4, 2025 
IW-25-726  Page 2 

518 Riverside Avenue  ·  Westport  CT 06880  ·   www.landtechconsult.com  ·  hel lo@landtechconsult.com  ·  203-454-2110 

utilizes concrete galleries and the perforation in the sides of the gallery to distribute discharge across 
the length of the level spreader and onto a rip rap apron.  In this case, two such level spreaders are 
proposed, one for the UG detention system discharge, and a larger one for the town drainage that is 
being routed through the project area.  We have several concerns: 

2.2a. The design appears to rely on an eight-foot-long rip rap apron to reduce outlet 
velocities and convert the multiple discrete discharge points from the multiple 
orifices in the side of the concrete gallery into a uniform sheet flow off the end of 
the apron.  Based on the slope of the length and steepness of the apron, it is unclear 
that the intended result will be achieved.   

2.2b. Both level spreaders are set at the top of an extremely steep slope (30% ±).  It is our 
experience that discharging stormwater to the top of such a steep slope will 
generally result in shallow concentrated flows, causing erosion and gullies to form in 
the natural soils.  The applicant should consider relocating the discharge points to 
the bottom of the slope where grades are flatter and the risk of potential erosion is 
reduced. 

2.2c. The lower discharge lip rip rap apron of the longer level spreader is set on a 
significant cross-slope (from Elevation 157 to 155.5±, approximately an 18” -24” 
change across the length).  In addition, the discharge elevation of the level spreader 
is called out as 156.00, but there is an existing 156 contour downgradient of the 
level spreader, with the existing grade at the northern end of the apron at 157.  We 
believe that this condition will tend to concentrate flows coming off the rip rap 
apron, further exacerbating the potential erosion described above.  The applicant is 
encouraged to revise this design as necessary to avoid the concentration of flows. 

Stormwater Collection System: 
Per the SWM Report, stormwater conveyance on the site is designed to convey the 10-year 
recurrence design storm.  While this approach may meet the various regulatory requirements, the 
applicant needs to address the following concerns: 
 

2.2d. Relative to the town drainage system connection adjacent to Plumtree Lane; the plan 
calls for a type CL catch basin adjacent to the proposed cut wall with 8” high curb 
extensions.  In storm events exceeding the 10-year design storm, the proposed piping 
system will surcharge and ponding may occur in the behind the retaining wall.  CB 14 is 
set with a grate elevation of 183.00, so the top of the extended curb is 183.67.  The top 
of the retaining wall is set at 182.0-183.0.  There is a confining existing contour at 184 
behind the wall.  If ponding occurs in more severe storm events, the ponded water will 
necessarily flow over the top of the retaining wall and onto the site.  This additional flow 
has not been accounted for in any of the stormwater calculations for the proposed on-
site conveyance and UG detention system.  Based on our preliminary calculations, the 
maximum capacity of the proposed system will be less than 13 c.f.s., with the 100-year 
flow being reported as 14.68 c.f.s.  The applicant is encouraged to further develop this 
design and analysis to eliminate or accommodate this condition. 

2.2e. Similar to above, the on-site grading and drainage plan results in two collection points 
(CB1 and CB3) situated in low points within the paved areas adjacent to the driveway 
entrances to the covered parking area.  These two basins are the last structures prior to 
the hydrodynamic separators and the UG detention system.  As previously discussed, all 
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stormwater piping is designed to accommodate the 10-year storm event, yet the 
applicant reports reductions in post-development flow rates and volumes for the all 
storms up to the 100-year storm event.  Based on the design of the conveyance system, 
it is unclear how the 25-year, 50-year, and 100-year storms runoff would be conveyed to 
the UG system.  The reality of the proposed design is that ponding would likely occur at 
the previously discussed low points, and then overflow the curbing, flowing in an 
uncontrolled manner to the west and the Mill River.  The applicant is encouraged to 
further develop this design to eliminate the potential bypass of stormwater flows or 
revise the stormwater model to reflect this condition. 

2.2f. Similar conditions exist at area drains AD1 and AD2.  The applicant needs to evaluate 
potential overflow/bypass at these locations and additionally evaluate the inlet capacity 
of the drainage inlets themselves. 

Underground Detention System: 
The underground detention system is comprised of concrete galleries and is located within the 
footprint of the lager apartment building.  The layout is designed to avoid conflicts with the proposed 
building foundations/footings.  The location and layout result in the following comments: 
 

2.2g. The applicant needs to provide access manholes into the system for inspection and 
maintenance purposes.  The complicated layout will require a significant number of 
access points. 

2.2h. The O&M plan calls for maintenance of the UG detention system using a vacuum truck.  
Is there sufficient headroom provided in the garage to allow vacuum truck access? 

2.2i. The proposed system will introduce water into the soils around and under the proposed 
column footings for the garage.  The geotechnical report does not mention if any 
addition subdrainage will be required.  If foundation drainage is required, where will it 
discharge too?  Is there a possibility that foundation drainage will tend to short circuit the 
infiltration system and result in direct discharge to the surface? 

2.2j. The drainage system for the parking area under the building discharges to the sanitary 
sewer system.  At this time, there is no treatment provided for this system.  Generally, an 
oil/grit separator is required, at a minimum. 

Sheet 2.3 – Erosion & Sediment Control Plan: 
The proposed E&S plan associated construction sequence appears to lack the necessary detail and 
robustness for a project of this size.  Our comments are as follows: 
 

2.3a. Based on the test pit information provided, the underlying subsoil on the site consists of 
sand & gravel.  This type of granular soil is highly erodible, a characteristic that is 
exacerbated by the steep slopes within and downgradient from the project site.  These 
soil conditions will require additional diligence and monitoring. 

2.3b. The proposed perimeter sediment control barrier on the down-gradient side of the 
project consists of a double row of silt fence.  Due to the steepness of the slope and the 
relative inaccessibility of this area once the perimeter retaining walls are installed, we 
believe that a more robust system is required.  The applicant should consider the use of a 
combination of silt fencing and staked coir logs for this location.  Other more robust 
methodologies may also be considered.  We applaud the proposed installation of the 
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sediment barrier at the toe of slope for additional protection of the wetland/watercourse 
resources. 

2.3c. Two of the three temporary sediment traps are proposed within the footprints of the 
proposed buildings.  Based on the sequence of construction, the building foundations will 
be installed (rendering the temporary sediment basins useless) long in advance of the 
remainder of the site being stabilized.  The applicant needs to further demonstrate how 
water-borne sediments will be contained/controlled once the temporary sediment 
basins are removed at the time of building construction.  The buildings will likely take 8-
10 months to construct, during which time there will be no temporary sediment basins. 

2.3d. The proposed UG detention system will likely be installed shortly after the building 
foundations are completed.  How will the system be protected from sedimentation until 
the site is fully stabilized? 

2.3e. The proposed sequence of construction lacks the necessary detail for a project of this 
complexity.  There appears to be the consideration of phasing to limit the extent of the 
area of disturbance, but no phasing plan or detailed documentation of the project 
phasing is included. 

2.3f. The E&S plan should also include construction laydown areas and provisions for 
contractor parking.  The development and temporary stabilization of these areas should 
be integrated into a comprehensive construction phasing plan. 

2.3g. Due to the described site characteristics, we recommend that the applicant be required 
to retain the services of an independent site monitor to inspect site conditions on a 
weekly basis and before & after rainfall events to ensure that the proposed E&S controls 
are maintained throughout the construction period and until the site is fully stabilized.  
The commission may also consider requiring that the E&S controls be inspected and 
approved prior to any earthmoving operations occur on site. 

Stormwater Management Report: 
SWMRa. Based on a review of the report, the overall general methodology used is reasonable 

and appropriate for the application. 
SWMRb. The Drainage Area labels on the watershed maps do not seem to be consistent with 

the drainage area numbering in the HydroCAD report. 
SWMRc. There is a discrepancy between the Existing Conditions and Proposed Conditions 

overall drainage areas.  In existing conditions, the overall watershed area draining to 
the Mill River (Link A) is listed as 27.888 acres.  In the proposed condition, the area 
draining to the same location is only 27.704 acres, a difference of 0.184 acres (8,015 
s.f.)  This discrepancy represents less than 1% of the drainage study area, and may 
not affect the overall results, but the applicant should correct the discrepancy for the 
sake of accuracy. 

Stormwater Quality: 
SQa The proposed stormwater system is designed so that the UG detention system can store 

the entire Water Quality Volume (WQV) below the outlet of the system, with no 
allowance for infiltration.  The 2024 CT SWQM essentially states that if the entire 
required WQV is retained/infiltrated on site, that the system is deemed to meet the 
pollutant removal goals of the manual.  Notwithstanding our additional comments below 
relative to soil testing and TMDL requirements, the proposed system meets the criteria. 
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SQb Our statement above is predicated on the assumption that the WQV will be completely 
infiltrated into the underlying soils.  The applicant has not performed the necessary 
infiltration testing to demonstrate this conclusively.  The percolation testing provided is 
not an acceptable means of determining soil permeability.  The applicant needs to 
perform permeability testing in accordance with the 2024 CT Storm Water Quality 
Manual.  While the soil profile appears to favorable for infiltration, we recommend that 
the necessary infiltration testing be performed prior to approval. 

SQc The required maximum drawdown period of 48-hours cannot be demonstrated because 
the required infiltration testing has not been performed. 

SQd Portions of the proposed UG detention system are to be installed in fill.  The plans must 
specify the characteristics of the fill material, in detail, relative to compaction, gradation, 
and in-place permeability. 

SQe Pretreatment of the runoff using hydrodynamic separators is an accepted method of pre-
treatment and will help to prolong the life of the underground detention system. 

SQf The westward facing roofs of the townhouse-style units as well as the lawn/landscaped 
areas west of the buildings receive no SW quality treatment.  Runoff from these areas is 
simply conveyed to the smaller of the two proposed level spreaders.  While the SWQM is 
more lenient with “clean roof runoff”, it does prefer and recommend simple 
disconnection and infiltration, which is not proposed by the applicant.  We recommend 
that the applicant consider routing these roof drains to the proposed UG detention 
system or potentially discharging them to grade to allow infiltration into the adjacent 
lawn/landscaped areas. 

SQg The segment of the Mill River receiving runoff from this project is subject to an EPA-
approved bacteria TMDL which requires (a) attainment of the Class A E. coli criteria 
(geometric mean ≤ 126 cfu/100 mL and single sample ≤ 576 cfu/100 mL) and (b) an average 
reduction in indicator bacteria loads on the order of 19–55% (about 27% on a watershed-
wide basis) relative to existing conditions in this reach. For any new or increased 
stormwater discharge from 5 & 15 Plum Tree Lane to be consistent with that TMDL, the 
project must, at a minimum, be designed and demonstrated to: 
 Avoid any net increase in bacteria loading to the Mill River compared to existing 

conditions, accounting for all new and redeveloped impervious areas on the site; and 
 Provide on-site stormwater controls that are sized, configured, and documented to 

achieve a load reduction for bacteria commensurate with the approximately 27% 
watershed-average reduction required by the TMDL, which in practice means: 

o Capturing and treating the full water-quality volume from all new and 
redeveloped impervious areas through BMPs with documented bacteria-
removal performance (e.g., bioretention, surface infiltration practices, or 
equivalent), and 

o Ensuring long-term functionality of those BMPs through accessible design and 
enforceable operation and maintenance measures so that the bacteria-removal 
performance is maintained over the life of the project. 

 Expressed more simply in wetlands-regulation terms: this project may not be permitted 
to increase the frequency or magnitude of untreated or under-treated stormwater 
discharges to the Mill River floodplain wetland, and any approved design must either 
(a) measurably reduce the site’s contribution to the river’s bacteria load in line with the 
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TMDL reduction targets, or (b) at an absolute minimum, demonstrate no measurable 
increase in bacteria export relative to the existing condition. If the applicant cannot 
provide credible hydraulic and water-quality evidence that these conditions are met, 
the project does not meet the TMDL-based water-quality standard for this segment 
and, as a result, cannot satisfy §10.2(b), (e), and (f) of the Easton Inland Wetland 
Regulations. 

 
Conclusions:  

While the application materials contain much of the information required, there are critical gaps in 
the information that must be provided and additional detailed analysis performed before this 
reviewer can agree with the conclusions reached by the applicant.  Furthermore, we believe that 
this additional information, and the subsequent revisions to the documents must be submitted and 
reviewed prior to closing the public hearing, so that it can be made part of the record and 
reviewed. 

 

Once the requested revisions have been completed, we can complete our review.  Please contact 
us if you have any questions or require clarification. 

 
Sincerely, 
LAND TECH 
 
 
 
Robert P. Pryor, P.E., L.S. 
Chief Engineer 
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Michael W. Klemens,LLC 

Environmental Land Use Planning 

5 Miner Street/POB 8 

Falls Village, CT 06031 

January 5, 2026 

 

 

Ms. Dori Wollen, Chair 

Town of Easton  

Conservation Commission/Inland Wetlands Agency 

225 Center Road 

Easton, CT 06612 

 

In Re: Proposed 8-30g Multifamily Housing Development, 5-15 Plumtree Lane, Easton/Trumbull CT 

 

Dear Chair Wollen and Members of the Easton CC/IWA: 

 

At the Town of Easton’s request, I have reviewed the following documents, letters, and other relevant 

materials pertaining to this application: 

 

Plan Set (7 sheets) J. Edwards and Associates LLC:  1.0, 2.0. 2.2, 2.3 (all revised 12-04-2025); 3.4 

(revised 06-12-2025); LP.1 (revised 12-8-2025); DR3 dated January xx 2025 

NDDB letter to Joan Winter for 18-22 South Park Avenue dated August 13 2018 

NDDB (automated response letter) dated June 16 2025 

List of Exhibits Easton Wetlands Agency (included many of the reports listed below) 

Submission by Easton Wetlands Agency to DEEP Fisheries 

 

 

• Geotechnical Engineering Report (Prepared 11-26-2024) 

• Jason Edwards Response to Landtech Peer Review Comments (Dated 11-20-2025) 

• Landtech Second Peer Review of Application (Dated 12-4-2025) 

• Landtech Peer Review of Application (Dated 12-4-2025) 

• Landtech Peer Review of Application (Dated 10-27-2025) 

• Trinkaus Engineering, LLC Preliminary Assessment of the Civil Engineering Plan (Dated 

11-14-2025) 

• Trinkaus Engineering, LLC Peer Review (Dated 12-3-2025) 

• Staff Review and Recommendations from Timothy J. Bishop-Fairfield Conservation 

Department (Dated 10-17-2025) 

• Environmental Land Solutions, LLC Environmental Assessment (Dated 4-10-2025) 

• William Kenny Associates Wetland and Watercourse Delineation (Dated 5-12-2025 and 

9-8-2023) 
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• Letter from Joshua Bailey (Dated 11-10-2025) 

• Letter from Michael Coscia (Dated 12-4-2025) 

• Letter from Michael Coscia (Dated 9-15-2025) 

• Letter from Marguerite Cotte (Dated 11-20-2025) 

• Letter from Joseph & Tracy Distefano (Dated 10-14-2025) 

• Letter from Mary S. & Jonathan S. Kohem,Esq. (Dated 11-10-2025) 

• Letter from Trout Unlimited (Dated 11-20-2025) 

• Letter from Judith de Graffenried (Dated 11-20-2025) 

• Letter from Ross Ogden (Dated 11-20-2025) 

• Letter from Timothy J. Bishop-Fairfield Conservation Department (Dated 9-3-2025) 

There is a large amount of information in the record, some are duplicate postings of the same 

document, however all were accessible for my review.  The bulk of the record pertinent wetlands 

deals with issues of wetland delineation, stormwater management, flooding and floodplains, as 

well as sewer capacity and sewage discharge.  These are being addressed by various submissions 

of the Applicant, and have been reviewed by Land Tech and Trinkaus Engineering. It is my 

understanding that the Easton portion of the site 3.7 acres and references to 4.91 acres is the 

entire site including the contiguous portion in Trumbull. 

My review of the site is limited to biodiversity, specifically wetland-dependent species.  My 

findings primarily draw upon the submissions of Matt Popp (Environmental Land Solutions 

LLC), William Kenny Associates wetland delineations and reports, and selected portions of Land 

Tech’s reviews.  I also reviewed two communications from the DEEP NDDB—a detailed 

response generated for the nearby Winter parcel (2018) and the automated response received by 

the Applicant from NDDB (June 16 2025).   The automated response is not a clearance from the 

NDDB/DEEP in fact it is request that surveys be conducted for certain species which include the 

following parameters: 

Survey dates and duration. 

Site descriptions and photographs. 

Lists of component vascular plants and animal species within the survey area, including 

scientific binomials. 

Population numbers and area occupied by State-listed species. 

Detailed maps of areas surveyed including survey routes and locations of State-listed species.  

Conservation strategies. Recommendations for management and protection of State-listed 

species with references to project activities. 

Qualifications of the biologist(s) conducting the surveys. 

If the Applicant fails to conduct such surveys, DEEP and the Applicant then must assume the 

presence of these State-listed species and the Applicant (with concurrence/input from DEEP) 

creates habitat conservation strategies as part of the proposed development as well as employing 

procedures/protocols to avoid incidental take of any State-listed species. Incidental take is 

mortality caused by the construction process which can included crushing by heavy equipment, 

destruction of nests, and the creation of ecological traps (basically constructed features on the 

site that create mortality).  Examples of ecological traps are curbs and catch basins, certain types 
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of stormwater detention basins, window wells, in ground swimming pools, and lighting that 

attracts animals toward sources of mortality such as roads and driveways. 

The Applicant has not conducted any surveys of the site, but dismisses the wildlife on site as 

“species adapted to suburban residential habitats’, small woodland tracts, edges, and perennial 

rivers [emphasis added].  This approach is puzzling as the NDDB flagged the wood turtle 

(Glyptemys insculpta) as having the potential to use the site and could be affected by the 

proposed development.  Wood turtles have been reported in the Mill River drainage (Klemens, et 

al 2021).  Wood turtles are also a candidate species for listing under the Federal ESA (see 

USFWS-RIN Data: RIN 1018-BH32-Spring 2024-attached to this report).   It appears that the 

Applicant has assumed presence of wood turtles both by (1) their lack of surveys as well as (2) 

their discussion of conservation strategies.  These conservation strategies are totally inadequate 

and uniformed by the literature or any field experience with the wood turtle (Glyptemys 

insculpta). As per NDDB/DEEP, conservation of wood turtles is focused on three zones.  Zone 1 

is the in-stream habitat; Zone 2 is 300-foot buffer including floodplain on each side of the 

stream; and Zone 3 is an additional 700 feet for a total buffer around a high-quality wood turtle 

stream ideally 1,000 feet.  The following summary is provided by the NDDB:  

 

“Individuals of this species are riverine and riparian obligates, overwintering and mating in clear, 

cold, primarily sand-gravel and rock bottomed streams and foraging in riparian zones, fields and 

upland forests during the late spring and summer. They hibernate in the banks of the river in 

submerged tree roots between November 1 and March 31. Their summer habitat focuses within 

90m (300ft of rivers) and they regularly travel 300m (0.2 mile) from rivers during this time. 

During summer they seek out early successional habitat: pastures, old fields, woodlands, 

powerline cuts and railroad beds bordering or adjacent to streams and rivers. Their habitat in 

Connecticut is already severely threatened by fragmentation of riverine, instream, riparian, and 

upland habitats, but is exacerbated by heavy adult mortality from machinery, cars, and 

collection. This is compounded by the species late maturity, low reproductive potential, and high 

nest and hatchling depredation rates.” 

 

Concerning the specifics of the subject property: 

 Zone 1 is the in-stream habitat where no impacts should occur.  There is a small area of Zone 1 

habitat on the subject property that includes the Mill River and the floodplain wooded forest. 

 Zone 2 is the vitally important buffer to protect the terrestrial habitat to support wood turtles and 

where (as per NDDB/DEEP) impacts should be kept to a minimum. From what I can glean from 

the project plans and survey, Zone 2 encompasses the remainder of the site and will suffer a 

major impact from the project as proposed. 

Zone 3 allows connectivity between population nodes within a riparian system.  Zone 3 lies 

beyond the subject parcel. 

The “conservation strategy” that is proposed is to “fence out” the wood turtles from the bulk of 

their Zone 2 habitat using a stone wall.  There are two basic flaws in this proposed approach.  As 

Land Tech correctly surmises in their December 4th 2025 comments on page 5:10 “The existing 
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stone wall is not continuous and would not reliably prevent turtles from accessing the slope” and 

to that I will add that a rough stone wall—even if continuous—does not form an insurmountable 

barrier as wood turtles are excellent climbers, especially the males as they are dorsally 

compressed (flattened) and equipped with large claws which they use to effectively climb, even 

over small wire fences and rough stone walls.  But this discussion misses the entire conservation 

premise.  I remind the IWA of my earlier points, that the Applicant has chosen to assume 

presence, —but has failed to develop any meaningful conservation strategies—in fact quite to the 

contrary they propose to place a large linear development (parallel to the river) that will 

obliterate the majority of Zone 2 habitat on site.  What is proposed, in its intensity and 

configuration does not, in any stretch of the imagination, follow the guidance for Zone 2 that 

impacts should be kept to a minimum. 

As the Applicant has not conducted any wildlife surveys of the proposed site, I would direct the 

Agency’s attention to the area of Rippowam Fine Sandy Loam (Labelled 103 on Mr. Kenny’s 

reports of August 9 2023 and May 12 2025).  This area of wooded swamp/floodplain, apart from 

serving as Zone 1 wood turtle habitat, could also support, between wetland flags 1-19, especially 

the lobate area below the dwelling at the junction of Park Avenue and Plumtree Lane, ponded 

areas that may potentially function as cryptic vernal pools (sensu Calhoun and Klemens, 2002). 

Why this is so critical for the IWA is that if wood frogs (Rana (Lithobates) sylvatica) breed in 

that wooded swamp the proposed development would also impact that species as like the wood 

turtle, wood frogs have extensive seasonal use of upland habitat ranging 750 feet or more from 

their natal breeding wetlands.  

Unlike most amphibians, there is a clear linkage between the presence of wood frog tadpoles and 

the quality of waters within wetlands.  Wood frog tadpoles are efficient recyclers of nutrients 

from leaves and other vegetation within wetlands in which they breed.  Wetlands that lose their 

breeding wood frog populations are subject to higher levels of eutrophication by the 

accumulation of leaves, grass clippings, and other herbaceous material.  Had the Applicant taken 

the time and effort to properly inventory the wildlife on the subject property, rather than 

dismissing it as common suburban wildlife, there might have been sufficient site characterization 

for proper Agency review.  Although the surrounding landscape could be characterized as 

suburban, the Mill River itself remains a natural linear habitat that is rich in biodiversity.  These 

perennial riverine greenbelts flowing from more forested and less developed areas toward Long 

Island Sound have repeatedly been shown to extend the range of wood and box turtles (and other 

“non-suburban species”) well into the developed portions of Fairfield County (see Klemens et 

al., 2021).   

In summary, the application as presented should be deemed incomplete, as there are insufficient 

data in the record to allow the IWA to reach an informed conclusion of whether the development 

as presented is or is not reasonably likely to unreasonably affect the biological values of the 

riverine and wetland resources that you are charged with protecting.  I will be present at your 

meeting of January 12th to answer questions about my findings. 
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Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Michael W. Klemens, PhD 

 

 

 

Literature Cited: 

 

Klemens, M. W., H.J. Gruner, D. P. Quinn, and E.R. Davison. 2021. Conservation of 

Amphibians and Reptiles in Connecticut. CT-DEEP i-xix + pp 1-305. 

 

Calhoun, A. J. K. and M. W. Klemens. 2002. Best Development Practices (BDPs) for 

Conserving Pool-breeding Amphibians in Residential and Commercial Developments. MCA 

Technical Paper No. 5, Metropolitan Conservation Alliance, Wildlife Conservation Society, 

Bronx, NY 
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Applicant:  15 Plum Tree LLC 
 
 

Project:  5 & 15 Plumtree Ln 
 
 

 

             TOWN OF 
TRUMBULL 

 
ENGINEERING 
DEPARTMENT 

 
REVIEW 

COMMENTS 

Designer:  
J Edwards Associates, LLC 
Lambert Civil Design LLC 
 
Review # 1 Date: 1/8/26 

 
Based on the review of the proposed Site Plans and Drainage Report, re-submitted on 12/4/25, the 

Engineering Department offers the following comments (please provide written responses in the space below):   
 

PROJECT COMMENTS  

Comment 
Number 

Page or 
Sheet # 

Review Comments – 
General Comments 

Designer Response 

1   
Please specify total proposed cut and fill 
volume for the project. 

 

2   
Will the SWS location compromise the 
structural integrity of the building? 
 

 

3   
Assure clearance under the building for 
maintenance equipment.  
 

 

4   

Stormwater system is placed in fill, engineer 
to verify and state that stormwater galleries 
will not bleed out to the surface. 
 

 

5   
Building Permit for the retaining walls will be 
required.  
 

 

6  Site plan 

Prior to permit sign-off, submit retaining wall 
design and details, including railings, by a 
licensed structural engineer. Provide complete 
drainage details, including outlet locations, 
construction details, and discharge protection. 
 

 

William C. Maurer, PE, LS 
Town Engineer 

TOWN OF TRUMBULL 
CONNECTICUT 

 

366 Church Hill Road 
Public Works Admin Building  
Trumbull, Connecticut 06611 

Phone: 203.452.5050 
Fax: 203.452.5061 
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Comment 
Number 

Page or 
Sheet # 

Review Comments – 
General Comments 

Designer Response 

7   

The front retaining walls and pillars appear to 
be next to the Town ROW. No footings or tie 
backs will be allowed beyond the property 
line. 
 

 

8   
Update LOD to include proposed grading of 
the eroding drainage channel.  
 

 

9   

Please depict all test pit and boring locations 
on the plan and provide data for all tests 
performed on site.  
 

 

10   
Additional perc tests may be needed.  
 

 

11   
How are the level spreaders and units on the 
West side are going to be accessed and 
maintained? 

 

12   
Verify sizing of the southern level spreader is 
adequate.  
 

 

13   
Depict inspection / clean-out locations on the 
plan. 

 

14   
Provide stormwater pollution remediation for 
the dumpster pad. 
 

 

15   
Depict snow storage areas. 
 

 

16   

The property owner to assume full 
responsibility for all drainage operation and 
maintenance. 
 

 

17   
The WQV calculations shall account for the 
whole site.  

 

18   

The proposed WQS #B2 & C2 seem to treat 
only half of the inflow. Consider routing the 
entire flow through the WQS to ensure SWS 
remain operational.  
 

 

19   
Verify adequate clearance between SW pipe 
runs MH2 A2-MH3 A3& CB2 D2-CB3 D3 
 

 

20  Site plan 

Provide name & phone number for person 
assigned the responsibility for implementing 
and maintaining erosion and sediment 
controls. 
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21   

Provide a bond estimate for all soil erosion 
controls in the amount agreeable to the Town 
Engineer. Bond must be posted prior to any 
site disturbance and will be retained for one 
year after completion.  
 

 

22   
Existing Southern driveway at 15 Plumtree to 
be removed.  
 

 

23   
Provide approval from the Local Traffic 
Authority.  

 

24   
Submit construction staging and phasing plan 
(not just sequencing list).  
 

 

25   

Street opening permit and a Hold Harmless 
agreement are required prior to any work 
within Town Right-of-Way.  
 

 

26   
No debris & stumps to be buried on site. 
 

 

27   

Provide 3rd Party environmental site monitor. 
Name and qualifications must be submitted 
for approval prior to commencement.  
 

 

28   
WPCA approval is required. 
 

 

29   

A certification letter and as-built plan will be 
required upon project completion. 
Minimum as-built requirements: 
o Stormwater system elevations;  
o Size of chambers, if applicable; 
o All underground connections with invert 

elevations (roof leaders, piping, etc.); 
o Yard drain / catch basins data; 
o Final topography; 

 

30   

As part of the Engineering review fee, please 
provide an estimate for the proposed 
stormwater system. Refer to the Engineering 
fee schedule available on the Town of 
Trumbull website, under Engineering 
Department.     

 

Wetlands questions 

31   
Depict on a plan all trees to be removed of 6” 
caliper and greater. 

 

32   
Provide feasible and prudent alternatives. 
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33   

What analysis shows that the proposed 
impervious cover and riparian clearing within 
the 200-foot setback will not thermally impact 
the Mill River’s coldwater or wild trout 
habitat? 
 

 

34   

What baseline stream temperature data for the 
Mill River (including seasonal and daily max) 
and predicted stormwater discharge 
temperatures were used to evaluate thermal 
impacts, and under what flow conditions were 
they measured or modeled? 
 

 

35   

How does the project demonstrate compliance 
with CT DEEP requirements to maintain 
existing coldwater conditions necessary to 
support natural trout survival and 
reproduction? 
 

 

 
The Engineering Department may issue further comments based on the responses to the 

above mentioned items and/or design modifications. If you have any questions or concerns please 
contact us.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
William C. Maurer, PE, LS                                                             Tatiana Solovey, PE 
Town Engineer                               Assistant Town Engineer  
 
 


