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Introduction 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Newington Conservation Commission requested Environmental Review Team 
(ERT) assistance in reviewing a new inland wetlands application for the Newington Walk 
Open Space Residential Subdivision. The ERT conducted a study and a report was issued 
August 2011 for a previous inland wetland application. The ERT agreed to a limited 
review of the new application. 
 
The 73.73 acre site is located in northeast Newington on the west side of Russell Road 
(SR424). The site is bounded by Russell Road to the east, the Connecticut Humane 
Society to the southeast, undeveloped forest to the south, property owned by the Town of 
Newington to the southwest, Mountain Road to the west, and property owned by the Balf 
Company and the State of Connecticut to the north.  
 
The project site is currently undeveloped forest with wetlands and watercourses. 
Although privately owned there are numerous hiking trails that have been used by the 
public for many years. 
 
The site is zoned for residential development and the applicant is proposing an Open 
Space Residential Development allowing a minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet with 
80 feet of road frontage. The site will be served by public water and sewer. 
 
The proposed project has been revised to include a 48 lot subdivision with four public 
roads that end in cul-de-sacs. The access to the project will be from Russell Road. A 
stormwater management system will be constructed with five detention basins. 
Development will take place on approximately 29 acres with the remaining 44 acres to be 
dedicated open space.  
 
The plans incorporate new environmental design features such as an amphibian tunnel to 
connect two of the three wetlands, a biofilter swale to intercept and remove contaminants 
prior to releasing down gradient to the wetlands. Also a mitigation area is offered as an 
enhancement to the total wetland area.  
 
Objectives of the ERT Study 
 
The town is requesting a review of the new application as it pertains to the ecology, 
wildlife biology, erosion and sediment control plans, stormwater management and water 
quality so that town commissioners can make decisions based on adequate information 
regarding the environmental impacts and potential mitigation measures regarding the 
proposed development. The town has also hired private consultants to review the 
geology and blasting and ecological concerns. 
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The ERT Process 
 
Through the efforts of the Newington Conservation Commission this environmental 
review and report was prepared for the Town of Newington. 
 
This report provides an information base and a series of recommendations and guidelines 
which cover some of the issues of concern to the town. Team members were able to 
review maps, plans and supporting documentation provided by the town and the 
applicant. 

 
The review process consisted of four phases: 

1. Inventory of the site’s natural resources; 
2. Assessment of these resources; 
3. Identification of resource areas and review of plans; and 
4. Presentation of education, management and land use guidelines. 

 
The data collection phase involved both literature and field research. The field reviews 
were conducted Monday, November 19, Wednesday, November 28 and Monday, 
December 3, 2012. All but one team member had participated in the August 2011 ERT 
report. One team member did a plan and report review only, and did not re-visit the site. 
The emphasis of the field review was on the exchange of ideas, concerns and 
recommendations. Being on site allowed Team members to verify information and to 
identify other resources.  

 
Once Team members had assimilated an adequate data base, they were able to analyze 
and interpret their findings. Individual Team members then prepared and submitted their 
reports to the ERT coordinator for compilation into this final ERT report. 
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Connecticut River Coastal  
Conservation District Review  
 
The following are general comments and recommendations regarding the revised plans 
submitted for the proposed 73.3 acre Newington Walk subdivision on Russell Road, 
Newington, CT.  Activities proposed include the development of 48 residential building 
lots, four subdivision roads and cul-de-sacs, five detention structures, a road drainage 
system including catch basin hoods, catch basin sumps and hydrodynamic separators, and 
associated utilities; and the preservation of approximately 60% of the site as open space.  
 
Comments in this report are based on a review of:  
 

• a series of site plans entitled “Town of Newington Inland Wetlands & 
Watercourses Submission, Toll Brothers, Inc., Newington Walk, Russell Road, 
Newington, CT” prepared by B.L. Companies and dated September 13, 2012 rev. 
November 13, 2012  

• correspondence dated November 28, 2012, from REMA regarding questions for 
the applicant presented at the 11-13-2012 public hearing  

• correspondence dated November 30, 2012, from Dru Associates, Inc. to the 
Newington Inland Wetland Commission regarding responses to comments from 
the 11-13-2012 public hearing  

• correspondence dated December 5, 2012 from LBG, Inc. regarding hydrological 
responses to REMA comments from the11-30-2012 public hearing  

• Questions regarding blasting for the Newington Walk Project  
• Newington Walk Blast Plan prepared by DRS Seismic Consultants, Inc  
• two (2) Cut/Fill Location reports/maps, prepared by Toll Brothers, Inc. dated 

November 30, 2012  
• Individual Cut/Fill report prepared by Toll Brothers, Inc. dated November 30, 

2012   
• correspondence dated November 12, 2012 from BL Companies regarding 

responses to comments  
• correspondence dated November 8, 2012 from Dru Associates, Inc. to the 

Newington Inland Wetland Commission regarding Public Hearing Comment 
Responses  

• correspondence dated November 8, 2012 from LBG, Inc. to the Newington Inland 
Wetland Commission regarding responses to questions and comments from the 
10-16-2012 public hearing  

• a mitigation plan prepared by Dru Associates, dated August 2012  
• a narrative submitted to the Town of Newington Inland Wetland and Watercourse 

Commission prepared by BL Companies, dated September 13, 2012  
• correspondence dated August 29, 2012 from LBG to the Town of Newington 

regarding the Hydrological Impact Assessment Report  
• correspondence dated August 29, 2012 from Dru Associates, Inc. to the 

Newington Inland Wetland Commission regarding the Connecticut 
Environmental Review Report  
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• Newington Walk Open Space Residential Subdivision, Newington, Connecticut, 
Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review Team Report (ERT), dated August 
2011  

• a site walk on November 19, 2012  
 

The comments below are advisory in nature and are intended to assist municipal land use 
commissioners in their charge.  
 
Current Site Conditions 
 
The proposed development site consists of a large parcel of undeveloped woodland, with 
three wetlands located on the site.  In the western portion of the site, there is a wetland 
system and watercourse that flows south to north.  The second wetland system is located 
in the central portion of the site and has been described in this application by Dru 
Associates, Inc. as a large isolated horseshoe shaped pond and wetland. Field studies 
conducted by Dru Associates, Inc. determined that this pond supports large populations 
of obligate aquatic breeding herpetofauna, including spotted salamanders and wood frogs. 
In the eastern portion of the site, there is a pond depression that fills with water 
seasonally. In field studies conducted by Dru Associates, abundant populations of snails 
and mosquito larvae were observed in the small pond depression.  One of the unique 
features of this parcel is the Cedar Mountain Traprock Ridgeline, located in the western 
portion of the property.  The topography of the site is moderate (in the eastern central 
portion of the site) to steep in the western portion of the site, where the ridgeline is 
located.  A description of the soils located on the site is included in the Conservation 
District comments in the August 2011 ERT Report.  
 
Comments and Recommendations 
 
The proposed development is an open space residential subdivision, located in the eastern 
portion of the parcel (approximately 29 acres).  The remaining portion of the parcel 
(approximately 44 acres) will remain as open space.  
 
In this application, there are no activities proposed within the wetlands/watercourses or 
regulated areas identified.  Although there are no direct impacts to these areas, there is 
the potential for indirect impacts caused by construction activities and land development 
that alters the hydrology and habitat of the site. Construction impacts can be minimized 
through the design, installation, and maintenance of soil erosion and sedimentation 
controls; project phasing/sequencing and scheduling construction activities to avoid 
disruption to wildlife during mating/nesting and migration seasons.  Changes to site 
hydrology can be minimized by installing appropriate stormwater management practices, 
including Low Impact Development (LID) practices, and maintaining upland buffers.  
Indirect impacts to habitat can be minimized by site designs that avoid fragmentation, 
limiting onsite clearing, and controlling invasive species.     
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Erosion and Sedimentation Control Recommendations 
  
The E&S control plan should be developed and implemented in accordance with the 2002 
Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Controls (2002 Guidelines).  
 

• The amount of land and duration of disturbance should be kept to a minimum 
during the construction of the subdivision road, driveways, stormwater 
management structures, and residential lots.  Additional details should be included 
on the site plan concerning phasing and sequencing.  

 
• Three temporary sediment traps (contributing drainage area < 5 acres) are shown 

on the site development plan.  Both the wet and dry storage volumes for the 
sediment traps should be included on the plans. A sediment removal threshold of 
one foot is identified on the site plan.  It should be confirmed that this volume is 
equivalent to half of the wet storage volume as detailed in the 2002 Guidelines.  

 
The temporary sediment traps are proposed for removal once the contributing 
drainage areas are stabilized. The development plan should detail a restoration 
plan to re-grade, re-vegetate, and stabilize the areas.  

 
• There are five sediment basins proposed; four of these basins are in the same 

location as future detention basins.  Sediment removal and functional 
improvement strategies should be detailed for each structure.  

   
• Maintenance requirements for permanent E&S control measures (e.g. sediment 

forebays, level spreaders, riprap splash pads, etc.) should be included.  
 

• The E&S control plan should specify or include the following:  
 

a) Temporary seeding or non-vegetated protection of all exposed soils and 
slopes will be initiated within the first 7-days of suspending work in any 
area left longer than 30 days and less than one year.    
b) Stockpiles are to be seeded and stabilized if left undisturbed for a 
period of 30 days or more (located on page 5-2-3 of the 2002 Guidelines); 
not 2 months, as stated in the notes of the Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control plan.   
c) Erosion control blankets will be inspected once a week and within 24 
hours of the end of a rainstorm (with a rainfall amount of 0.5” or greater) 
for failure, washouts or breakouts, in accordance with guidance 
maintenance of erosion control blankets in the 2002 Guidelines.  
d) The name of the contractor and a contact person responsible for 
maintaining the E&S control measures should be included on the site plan.  
e) A winter stabilization plan should be provided in case there are 
disturbed areas or exposed soil if/when construction halts in the late 
fall/early winter.  
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Stormwater Management Recommendations 
 

• As previously recommended in the August 2011 ERT report by the Conservation 
District and the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP), 
low impact development (LID) design practices (in addition to those currently 
proposed, cluster development and bioswale filters) should be incorporated into 
the site design. The 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual (2004 
Stormwater Manual) defines LID as “a site design strategy intended to maintain 
or replicate predevelopment hydrology through the use of small-scale controls 
integrated throughout the site to manage run-off as close to the site as possible.”  

a) Some of the LID practices outlined in the previous ERT report included 
incorporating the use of pervious pavers; shared driveways; modifications 
to curbing (notch curbing or no curbing) to direct the water into vegetated 
swales; tree box trenches; and rain gardens. 
  
One specific LID recommendation (mentioned in the previous report) that 
should be strongly considered, is installing a rain garden/infiltration island 
in the center of the four cul-de-sacs, if site conditions are favorable and 
allow for proper infiltration.  This will minimize the amount of stormwater 
run-off generated from the impervious road surface. The rain gardens can 
be planted with native species that are adapted to the site conditions and 
require relatively little maintenance.  
 
b) The discharge location for footing drains, curtain drains, and roof 
leaders should be shown on the site development plans.  Discharge of 
clean ground water and stormwater from footing drains and roof leaders to 
the road drainage system should be discouraged.  Instead, localized 
infiltration should be incorporated (e.g., rain gardens, bioretention).  
 

• A bioswale filter is proposed in the rear of lots 27-30, 32 and 37.    
a)  Additional details regarding the bioswale filter should include:  

i. Requirements for maintaining the constructed bioswale filter.  
ii.  A schedule for routine maintenance.  
iii.  Details on invasive species monitoring and control.  
iv.  The organization responsible for routine maintenance and 
inspections should be identified.  

b) To ensure that the bioswales are accessible for inspection and 
maintenance, they should be located within an easement.  

• As shown on the site plan, detention basins are a major component of the 
stormwater management system.  Additional details as outlined below should be 
included on the site plan.  

a)  The planting plan for the detention basins should include:  
i. A monitoring plan/schedule for plant establishment and survival, 
and replacement if necessary.  
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ii. Details on invasive species monitoring and removal.  
b) The site plan identified that the Homeowner's Association (HOA) will 
be responsible for the maintenance of the detention basins.  Details should 
be provided as to when the HOA will assume responsibility for the 
detention basins. The HOA should be provided with a detailed guidance 
and maintenance plan to ensure the detention basins are maintained and 
functioning properly.  
 

Wetlands and Watercourses Recommendations 
 

• Pre-development hydrology should be preserved to the greatest extent possible. 
Maintaining intact vegetated wetland buffers will help maintain pre-development 
hydrology and water quality.  In addition, opportunities to minimize the amount 
of residential lawn, semi-impervious, and impervious surfaces in the upslope 
contributing drainage area of the wetlands and detention basins, should be 
evaluated and incorporated where appropriate.   

 
• The proposed location of Traprock Way isolates the pond depression wetland 

from the available habitat (horseshoe shaped wetland and wooded uplands) 
located to the west.  An amphibian crossing is proposed to allow movement 
between these areas.    

 
a) If the following have not been addressed, additional information should 
be provided regarding the amphibian tunnel crossing:  

i. Details regarding the proposed schedule for installation of the 
crossing, and measures that will be implemented during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to the amphibian 
populations that have been documented in this area.   
ii. A plan detailing the maintenance and inspection requirements of 
the amphibian tunnel. Information should also be provided 
concerning who will be responsible for routine inspection and 
maintenance.  
iii. A monitoring plan to document movement of species through 
the tunnel.  

b) Consideration should be given to installing an educational sign at the 
amphibian crossing, which discusses the species that have been identified 
using the wetland habitat, the intended function of the tunnel, and ways 
homeowners in the development can help protect the wetlands.  
 

• The site plan should specify that dust control chemicals (other than water) will not 
be used in wetland crossing areas on in the 100-foot upland review buffer.  
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General Comments 
 

• Erosion Control Notes – Contingency Erosion Plan – The Town of Newington is 
located within the Connecticut River Coastal Conservation District.  This note 
should be changed to reflect this.  
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Stormwater Management Review 
(August 2011/Addendum December 2012) 
 
Runoff from construction and post-construction activities has the potential to pollute 
wetlands and watercourses downstream of stormwater discharge locations. During the 
period of construction, the discharge of sediment, particularly during significant storm 
events, could occur even when non-structural and structural erosion and sediment 
controls are installed. Post construction, the increase in the quantity and peak flow of 
stormwater runoff, could contribute to downstream flooding and erosion problems.  
Additionally, the quality of stormwater runoff (post construction) could be degraded by 
the presence of pollutants such as total suspended solids, nutrients, and pesticides from 
streets and yards. 
 
In order to minimize the pollution potential from stormwater, the following is a list of 
recommended management measures: 
 
• Establish setback or buffer areas (50 feet, minimally, to 100 feet, preferably) within 

upland areas that are adjacent to wetlands or watercourses. 
• Promote sheet flow to the maximum extent possible, by eliminating curbs, utilizing 

pervious pavement, installing vegetative swales, and employing level spreaders. 
• Infiltrate stormwater discharges to the maximum extent possible to promote 

groundwater recharge and lessen the quantity of runoff needing treatment.   
• Install structural stormwater management measures to treat stormwater runoff during 

construction.  Such measures include, but are not limited to, earthen dikes/ diversions, 
sediment traps, check dams, level spreaders, gabions, temporary or permanent 
sediment basins and structures.   

• Prepare a stormwater management plan, which considers both quantity and quality of 
runoff for the entire development site, rather than piecemeal during development of 
each lot. 

 
The construction of the Toll Brothers Newington Subdivision, (“site”) will be regulated 
by the General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater and Dewatering Wastewaters 
Associated with Construction Activities (“the construction general permit”).  In 
accordance with Sections 4(c) and 6(b)(6) of the construction general permit, 
respectively, a registration form must be filed and a Pollution Control Plan (“PCP”) must 
be prepared and implemented. The following review comments are based upon the 
requirements of the construction general permit.  
 
Prior to submitting a registration form to the DEP, a review to verify compliance with 
State and National Historic Preservation statutes, regulation and policies and Endangered 
and Threatened Species Statutes must be conducted.  Please contact the Historic 
Commission at 860-566-3005 for the historic preservation review.  Endangered & 
Threatened species Information is available online at  
http://www.dep.state.ct.us/cgnhs/nddb/nddbpdfs.asp.  If endangered/ threatened species 
are present in the project area, please contact Dawn McKay of the DEEP Bureau of 
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Natural Resources at 860-424-3592.  The project will not be permitted under the 
construction general permit until compliance with these regulations/ statues is achieved.   
 
The owner or developer must register the site with the Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection (“DEEP”) thirty days prior to the commencement of 
construction activity.  The Pollution Control Plan (“the PCP”) must be prepared and kept 
on site during the entire life of the construction project for sites with soil disturbance 
between 5-10 acres.  The PCP is required to be submitted to the DEEP with the 
registration form for sites with soil disturbance greater than 10 acres. 
 
The PCP must include a site map as described in Section 6(b)(6)(A) of the construction 
general permit and a copy of the erosion and sedimentation (E & S) control plan for the 
site.  An E & S plan which has been approved by the Town of Newington in conjunction 
with the DEEP Inland Water Resources Division (IWRD) and the local Soil and Water 
Conservation District may be included in the PCP. The PCP and site map must include 
specifics on controls that will be used during each phase of construction, pursuant to 
Section 6(b)(6)(B) of the construction general permit.  Specific site maps and controls 
must be described in the PCP, as well as construction details for each control used.  The 
construction general permit requires that the plan shall ensure and demonstrate 
compliance with the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 
(“the guidelines”). The Plan must be flexible to account for adjustment of controls as 
necessary to meet field conditions.  
 
In order to reduce erosion potential, DEEP recommends that construction activities be 
phased to the maximum extent possible so that unstable areas are minimized.  The 
construction general permit also requires that any inactive area left disturbed for over 7 
days be temporarily stabilized.  Areas left disturbed over 30 days must be temporarily 
seeded. The PCP must specify a stabilization plan (within and outside of the seeding 
season) which includes such measures as seeding, applying hay/ mulch, and, for slopes 
3:1 and steeper, installing an appropriate grade of erosion control matting or a spray-on 
“soil cement” type of armor mulch.   
 
The PCP must demonstrate that the post-construction stormwater treatment system has 
been designed with a goal of 80% removal of total suspended solids, pursuant to Section 
6(b)(6)(C)(iii)(1) of the construction general permit.  Such measures may include, but are 
not limited to, stormwater detention basins, stormwater retention basins, swirl 
concentrator technology structures (such as Vortechnics, Downstream Defender, 
Stormceptor, Stormtreat, or similar), vegetated swales, deep catch basin sumps (4’+) and 
stormwater infiltration devices.  The PCP must also discuss the installation of velocity 
dissipation devices at all discharge locations as a post construction stormwater 
management measure.  A detail of proposed measures must be provided.  If site 
conditions allow, DEEP recommends the installation of retention or detention basins 
because of maintenance, cost, and efficiency considerations.  The elimination of point 
sources through the use of level spreaders or curb elimination is also recommended. 
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The construction general permit (Section  6(b)(6)(D)) requires inspections of all areas at 
least once every seven calendar days and after every storm of 0.1 inches or greater. The 
PCP must also allow for the inspector to require additional control measures if the 
inspection finds them necessary, and should note the qualifications of personnel doing the 
inspections. Additionally, the PCP must include monthly inspections of stabilized areas 
for at least three months following stabilization.  
 
The following are comments specific to review of the erosion and sediment control plans 
for the site, and a site walk conducted on July 13, 2011: 
 
•  Special care should be used throughout the construction of the Subdivision. The site 

has some steep slopes and the soils are highly erodible. It is imperative that all 
applicable erosion and sediment controls be properly placed and maintained for the 
duration of the project and inspection schedules be strictly adhered to.  

 
• During construction, a sediment trap and/ or a sediment basin with the ability to store 

134 cubic yards of water storage per acre drained must be installed for drainage areas 
greater than 2 acres.  For drainage areas where more than 5 acres is disturbed at any 
time, a sediment basin with an outlet engineered to remove sediment must be 
installed. The sediment forebays should be sized for 10% of the water quality volume 
with a 2:1 length to width ratio and designed in accordance with the guidelines 
specified in the 2004 CT Stormwater Quality Manual. In order to promote velocity 
reduction and solids settling, DEP recommends constructing the forebay berms with 
appropriate size of riprap with a core of stone (DOT #3). 

 
• The detention basin on the western boundary of the subdivision, (detailed on sheet 

EC-5, “old plans”) shows a level spreader lip that discharges to a slope of greater than 
10%. This is not consistent with the 2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control as those guidelines mandate that level spreaders discharge to a 
slope of no greater than 5%. DEEP is aware of instances where level spreaders 
discharging to slopes greater than 5% have failed  causing erosive releases of 
sediments into wetlands and watercourses. A discharge of sediment to a wetland or 
watercourse without a permit would be a violation of Sections 22a-430 and 22a-
42a(c)(1) of the Connecticut General Statutes and may require remedial action. 

 
• Place all sediment clean outs from sumps, silt fencing and basins on upland soils. 

 
In order to reduce the impact of development and address stormwater quality issues, the 
Department strongly encourages the use of Low Impact Development (LID) measures.  
LID is a site design strategy intended to maintain or replicate predevelopment hydrology 
through the use of small-scale controls integrated throughout the site to manage 
stormwater runoff as close to its source as possible.  Infiltration of stormwater through 
LID helps to remove sediments, nutrients, heavy metals, and other types of pollutants 
from runoff.   
Key strategies for effective LID include: infiltrating, filtering, and storing as much 
stormwater as feasible, managing stormwater close to where the rain/snow falls, 
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managing stormwater at multiple locations throughout the landscape, conserving and 
restoring natural vegetation and soils, preserving open space and minimizing land 
disturbance, designing the site to minimize impervious surfaces, and providing for 
maintenance and education.  Water quality and quantity benefits are maximized when 
multiple techniques are grouped together. In areas of compacted and/or possibly 
contaminated soils, soil suitability should be further investigated prior to selecting 
optimum treatment and/or remediation measures. Where soil conditions permit, we 
typically recommend the utilization of one, or a combination of, the following measures, 
some of which have been touched on previously: 
 
• the use of pervious pavement or grid pavers, or impervious pavement without curbs 

or with notched curbs to direct runoff to properly designed and installed infiltration 
areas;  

• the use of vegetated swales, tree box filters, and/or infiltration islands to infiltrate 
and treat stormwater runoff (from building roofs and roads); 

• the minimization of access road widths and parking lot areas to the maximum 
extent possible to reduce the area of impervious surface; 

• the use of dry wells to manage runoff from building roofs;                                                                        
• the installation of rainwater harvesting systems to capture stormwater from 

building roofs for the purpose of reuse for irrigation (i.e. - rain barrels for 
residential use and cisterns for larger developments); 

• the use of residential rain gardens to manage runoff from roofs and driveways; 
• the use of vegetated roofs (green roofs) to detain, absorb, and reduce the volume of 

roof runoff; and 
• providing for pollution prevention measures to reduce the introduction of pollutants 

to the environment. 
 

. 
ADDENDUM: December 11, 2012 
 
The plans dated September 13, 2012 which were resubmitted to this department on 
December 3, 2012 were reviewed. Although some positive steps have been taken to 
improve overall stormwater quality over the previous submittal, certain aspects of 
the design are not in accordance with the standards specified in the 2002 
Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control and /or appear to be 
lacking needed information. 
 
There remains a detention basin (#4) that discharges via a level spreader to a slope 
greater than 5%. As articulated in the preceding report, the 2002 Connecticut 
Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control mandate that level spreaders 
discharge to a vegetated slope of no greater than 5%. DEEP is aware of instances 
where level spreaders discharging to slopes greater than 5% have failed  causing 
erosive releases of sediments into wetlands and watercourses. A discharge of 
sediment to a wetland or watercourse without a permit would be a violation of 
Sections 22a-430 and 22a-42a(c)(1) of the Connecticut General Statutes and may 
require remedial action. 
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Basin 1 and 2, as well as all associated appurtenances adjacent to Russell Road, will 
need complete vetting by the Connecticut Department of Transportation to assure 
these structures and discharges do not pose a threat to public safety.  
 
Although not discussed in the plans E&S narrative, phasing on the site will need to 
be kept to the suggested five acre disruption. The five acre phasing will be 
necessary to control runoff from this steep and rocky site and to assure minimal 
impact to its thin and erodible soils.  
 
Proper field placement and maintenance of all E&S controls cannot be overly 
stressed on this site. In addition, qualified personnel will need to adhere to all 
inspection guidelines. It may be in the host community’s best inertest to draft a 
document specifically calling out the inspector’s qualifications as well as inspection 
schedules.      
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A Watershed Perspective 
 
 
General Watershed Characterization 
 
The review area is known as Cedar Mountain within the Town Newington, Connecticut.  
The property is privately owned, but the public has accessed it for many years, and it is 
one of the few remaining parcels of undeveloped land in Newington.  The Town of 
Newington requested assistance in conducting a natural resources inventory and 
assessment of this undeveloped area which is currently owned by a large construction and 
earth materials company.  A proposal has been presented by a developer to purchase the 
property and create a 48 unit subdivision of single family homes and preserve a portion 
of the tract containing a traprock ridgeline, by donating it to the Town.  Plans describing 
the proposed development were provided for review, as submitted to the Town for Inland 
Wetlands approvals.  In addition, verbal commitments have been made by the developer 
to provide wetland mitigation in the form of a created wetland. 
 
The major natural resources include a dry wooded bedrock ridge, basalt outcroppings and 
ledge, forest, vernal pools, and inland wetlands.  Drainage on the west side of the 
property discharges northward to Piper Brook watershed, and on the east side is split 
between Cemetery Brook to the north and Goff Brook watersheds to the south, and east.  
Goff Brook (4010) is a tributary to the main stem of the Connecticut River.  Piper Brook 
(4402) and Cemetery Brook (4400) both discharge to the South Branch of the Park River.   
 
The property contains wetlands that are relatively isolated headwater wetlands.  
Headwater wetlands and streams can be very sensitive to changes in land cover that will 
occur if this proposed development is constructed.  Extensive excavation, blasting, 
topographic modification will occur on adjacent developed areas.  The potential for 
increases in impervious areas and stormwater volumes will result in long term changes to 
the wetland systems on site and downstream.  Most of the wetlands downstream have 
already been affected by other developments in the area, but the scale of this 
development will result in hydraulic changes which could affect storm flows 
downstream.  In particular, discharges to wetlands east of Russell Road and to the 
ConnDOT storm drainage systems serving Russell Road must be accurately quantified 
and easements negotiated where appropriate.  The watersheds affected include a 
moderate density of residential and commercial development as well as highly developed 
commercial areas.   
 
Water Quality Conditions 
 
Surface and Ground Water Classification 
 
The current State of Connecticut surface water quality classification for the South Branch 
Park River and its tributary Piper Brook is B.  The River may not be meeting one or more 
of the water quality criteria, which support designated uses.  These surface waters have 
designated uses for: aquatic life and wildlife; recreational uses; and agricultural/industrial 
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water supplies.   The State of Connecticut Water Quality Standards, with associated 
Criteria for Surface Waters and Ground Waters, is available on-line at: 
www.ct.gov/deep/wqsc  . 
 
Goff Brook and Cemetery Brook are not classified so would default to Class A streams, 
with designated uses of potential water supplies; fish and wildlife habitat; recreational 
uses; and agricultural/industrial water supplies.  
  
The current Connecticut ground water classification for the majority of the proposed 
development area is GA.  There is a small area on the northeast side of the parcel, near 
Russell Road that is classified GA impaired.  The designated uses for GA waters are: 
existing private and potential public or private supplies of water suitable for drinking 
without treatment; baseflow of hydraulically connected surface water bodies.   CT DEP 
presumes that ground water in such areas is, at a minimum, suitable for drinking or other 
domestic uses without treatment.  The management goal is to protect these designated 
uses of the ground water resources. 
 
Water Quality Assessment 
 
Existing water quality issues have been documented for Piper Brook and the South 
Branch of the Park River.  The 2010 Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report to 
Congress indicates that both are not meeting their water quality goals, so are classified as 
impaired for both primary contact recreation and aquatic life use support.  As a result, the 
Town of Newington should require stormwater best management practices to reduce the 
likelihood of further degradation of water quality.  New stormwater outfalls should not 
discharge unmanaged stormwater into jurisdictional wetlands, or sensitive areas.    
   
Stormwater Management and Planning Considerations  
   
The 2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual should be utilized for project design 
considerations.  Information about urban stormwater characteristics can be found in 
Volume 2 of that manual, available on the Connecticut DEP website, at: 
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&q=325704&depNav_GID=1654.  The 
DEEP promotes this manual for use as a planning tool and design guidance document.  
The manual assists local (and state) land use commissions and government officials to 
design and review projects in a technically sound and consistent manner.  A strong 
emphasis of the Manual is dedicated to site planning and design. This consists of 
preventative measures that address core causes of stormwater problems by maintaining 
the pre-development hydrologic functions and pollutant renovation mechanisms to the 
extent practical.  Elements of such site design and planning include concepts raised in 
this review: alternative site design for transportation infrastructure and lot layout, 
watershed planning, and LID management practices.  The manual recommends 
downstream resource selection criteria for several categories affecting estuary and coastal 
waterbodies.  These categories include: stormwater ponds, stormwater wetlands, 
infiltration practice, filtering practices, and water quality swales.   
 



 25

The stormwater treatment for wetlands proposed should be managed to maximize 
pollutant removal specifically by maximizing detention times to promote pollutant 
removal by sedimentation; filtering practices (including sand filters and bioretention 
areas) to promote medium to high bacteria removal; and water quality swales to provide 
pretreatment of stormwater runoff and some minimal bacteria removal.  Detention times 
greater than the Town’s standard specification may be warranted given the intensity of 
land use proposed. 
 
The long term success of intensive storm water best management practices in densely 
developed areas requires monitoring and maintenance as needed.  A plan should be in 
place to manage all stormwater facilities, as well as guarantees that access to perform 
periodic maintenance will be maintained, and that this maintenance will be carried out.   
 
A management plan for the preserved areas that will be deeded to the Town to preserve 
ecological integrity, and limit uses that may result in erosion, illegal dumping, or other 
detrimental practices would be useful to assist with maintenance of water quality.  
Provisions for pet waste management and litter control and management are 
recommended. 
 
LID Site Planning and Design Considerations 
 
The geological location of this proposed development on an area with relatively shallow 
soil depths to bedrock, and soils that are of low to moderate suitability for infiltration, 
makes some low impact practices less practical, or requires greater area and more 
engineering and construction costs than standard LID design strategies might allocate.  
 
Low Impact Development (LID) is a combination of techniques designed to lessen our 
human impact on the broader environment.  There are many well-documented ways, from 
nature-based site design to best management practices (BMPs) used across the region and 
beyond to accomplish this, and include open space residential design, rain 
garden/bioretention areas, permeable pavers and other “hard” surfaces, green roofs, water 
quality swales, and use of native or naturalized plantings.   A major goal of LID is to 
mimic or restore the pre-development hydrology and natural processes of the site, or a 
similar undeveloped site nearby, by recognizing water on the site as an asset.  This is 
accomplished, in part, by managing the resulting site runoff through evapotranspiration 
through vegetation and natural retention and infiltration to the ground to replenish nearby 
wetlands and streams and the regional groundwater resources, rather than a more 
traditional pipe and conveyance stormwater system. 
 
 
More information can be found at CT DEEP’s website: 
Specific recommended links: 
 
DEEP Low Impact Development and Municipal Outreach  
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2719&q=464958&depNav_GID=1654 
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2004 Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual, including Low Impact Development 
Appendix: 
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&q=325704&depNav_GID=1654 
 
2002 Connecticut Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control, including Low 
Impact Development Appendix:  
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2720&q=325660&depNav_GID=1654 
 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection Stormwater General Permits  
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&q=325702&depNav_GID=1654 
 
Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report to Congress  
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2719&q=325610&depNav_GID=1654 
 
The Center for Watershed Protection also publishes a great deal of useful and 
downloadable guidance on urban stormwater management practrices. 
http://cwp.org/store/free-downloads.html 
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Landscape Ecologist Review 
 
I. Explanation of Dru Associates’ Inappropriate Use Harper et al.’s Model 
Dru Associates’ response to comments made by the ERT Landscape Ecologist in the 
2011 ERT report is discussed below.  The response was included in the letter dated 
August 29, 2012 sent by Dr. R.W. Abrams, CEP, of Dru Associates to the Newington 
Inland Wetlands Commission.  Note that “Harper et al.” is shorthand for  a scientific 
article entitled “Demographic Consequences of Terrestrial Habitat Loss for Pool-
breeding Amphibians:  Predicting Extinction Risks Associated with Inadequate Size of 
Buffer Zones” written by E.B. Harper, T.A.G. Rittenhouse, and R.D. Semlitsch and 
published in 2008 in the journal Conservation Biology, Volume 22, pages 1205-1215. 
 
Dru Associates’ letter said, “The Landscape ecologist explained their interpretation of 
the Harper et al. research paper, but did not substantiate their contention that our use of 
the model was flawed.” 
   Below, by summarizing the model and the goals of Harper et al., the Landscape 
Ecologist will try again to explain why information about the model was used 
inappropriately by Dru Associates. 
 
Dru Associate’s letter said, “Harper’s work follows from a need for guidance on this 
topic, and Dru Associates applied the findings for expressly that purpose. 
The Harper et al. paper is not about providing numbers for people to use in real 
landscapes.  Rather, the starting point for Harper et al. is a concern that the standard 30 
meter (100 foot) buffer width of upland habitat around wetlands is not adequate wildlife 
habitat.  As Harper et al. put it in the second paragraph of their Introduction: 

“For example, Massachusetts protects a terrestrial “buffer zone” of 30 m 
around some isolated wetlands.  This buffer area protects wetlands 
somewhat, but does not provide adequate terrestrial habitat to maintain 
populations of many wetland-dependent birds, mammals, amphibians, 
reptiles, and plants…” 

 
   The stated point of Harper et al.’s research is found (as is standard) at the end of the 
paper’s Introduction which says: 

   “To evaluate the population-level consequences of reductions in 
terrestrial habitat for pool-breeding amphibians, we used published 
demographic data to develop matrix population models for 2 amphibian 
species, the wood frog (Rana sylvatica) and spotted salamander 
(Ambystoma maculatum).  Both species depend on forest and breed in 
isolated wetlands throughout the northeastern United States.  Nevertheless, 
differences in their life-history strategies and population dynamics may 
result in differing responses to terrestrial habitat loss. 
   “Through model simulations, we predicted the decline and risk of 
extinction of wood frog and spotted salamander populations resulting 
from truncation of terrestrial habitat surrounding wetland breeding 
sites.  Using an approach similar to that taken by Trenham and Shaffer 
(2005), we ran simulations for both species to estimate population size and 
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probability of persistence resulting from a range of terrestrial habitat areas.  
We also evaluated how these predictions are influenced by reductions in 
habitat quality within the remaining terrestrial habitat and by the degree 
of connectivity among local populations.”    (Bolding and underlining 
added) 

What Harper et al. are saying here is that given their concern that a 30 meter (100 foot) 
buffer was inadequate for pool-associated wildlife’s upland habitat needs, they developed 
some population simulation models to look at what effects there are on the population 
numbers and the risk of extinction of wood frog and spotted salamander populations 
when (1) upland habitat is lost, (2) the quality of the remaining upland habitat is 
impaired, and (3) different amounts of connectivity are allowed. 
 
The Harper et al. models simulate changes in population numbers by adding in new 
individuals (eggs) and taking away individuals (deaths).  How many new individuals are 
added relates to how many adult females there are.  How many deaths occur is a function 
of levels set by Harper et al. for the probability of continued survival at different stages 
of an individual’s life.  The probabilities were based on published field data from various 
sources.  (Both in the real world and in the model, not many eggs make it to the 
reproductive adult stage even in ideal conditions.)  Harper et al. worked with field data to 
make their model as “real” as possible in regard to things that affect births and deaths and 
the distances amphibians are found from vernal pools.  They got their model working so 
that it had stable populations of frogs and salamanders. 
 
The point of the simulation model was to have a way to test their questions about how a 
population would be affected by (1) reductions in upland habitat amount, (2) reductions 
in habitat quality and (3) different levels of connectivity (immigration of extra individuals 
from other pools).  Under the starting conditions of the simulation, the stable populations 
were modeled as living in an upland habitat that extended out to 1000 meters from the 
pool.  Based on another model that was based on some field data, Harper et al. came up 
with proportions of the modeled population that would be found at certain distances from 
the pool.  Applying those proportions to their population model, they came up with 
numbers of wood frogs and spotted salamanders that would be found at various distances 
from the pool in the model. 
 
   Harper et al. used some words in confusing ways in their Table 3: 
   “Radius” means distance from the pool’s edge. 
   “Carrying Capacity” means the maximum numbers of frogs or salamanders that 
would be allowed to “live” in their model in the upland habitat.  As the radius decreases, 
the maximum number of frogs and salamanders allowed decreases. 
 
In the world of the model, when the upland habitat is intact, there are 150 salamanders 
within a radius of 1000 meters.  Table 3 of Harper et al. shows how the maximum 
number of salamanders allowed to live decreases with reductions in the amount upland 
habitat.  As parameterized in the model, a radius of 290 meters contains 0.996 of the full 
population (149 salamanders) while a radius of 30 meters contains 0.365 (slightly more 
than 1/3) of the full population (55 salamanders). 
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The inputs to the population model were based on many variables, some of which were 
probabilities, not constants.  Each time the model was run (30 times), there was a 
different outcome. Thus, the overall results of the simulation also are expressed in 
probabilities (i.e., an x percent chance of population extinction).  The Carrying Capacity 
in Table 3 came into play only when random chance made the population larger than 
allowable by the rules of the model.  (In the real world, you could think of this maximum 
number as being disease or some other factor that would come into play and cause deaths 
when the habitat was overcrowded.) 
 
The point of Harper et al.’s Table 3 is to help the reader understand how Carrying 
Capacity was set for use in the model.  The numbers in Table 3 are not “proven science” 
provided as “guidance” as was suggested in Item 19 of Dru Associates’ November 30, 
2012 letter to the Newington Inland Wetland Commission.  And, the numbers are not 
meant to represent a means to calculate “Conservation Area Needs” (as was depicted on 
p. 14 of the Dru Associates July 2011 Herpetological Assessment – italics added). 
 
It is important to realize that Harper et al. did not test the validity of numbers in Table 3.  
What Harper et al. reported upon in their paper is how they made and used a 
simulation model in order to test the question of “How does losing different 
proportions of a wood frog or spotted salamander population affect the probability 
that the population will go extinct in 20 years.”  (Refer back to the title of their article.) 
 
Harper et al. realized that in the real world, the problem with having development reduce 
the size of buffer areas around wetlands is not just that habitat is lost, but also that the 
remaining habitat quality is likely to be decreased.  In their population model, they 
simulated reductions in habitat quality by giving individuals reduced probabilities of 
surviving to reproductive age. 
 
Harper et al. modeled habitat connectivity by running the model with a factor that 
allowed a chance of five extra individuals to be added to the population each year.  They 
found that this had a much larger effect on frog populations than salamander populations.  
(Frogs breed at a young age, so extra individuals are more likely to live long enough to 
add to the population.) 
 
 
The above discussion clarifies how Dru Associates misapplied the model of Harper et al.  
Further, it should be recognized that the comment (August 29, 2012 letter to Newington 
Inland Wetland Commission) about the journal Conservation Biology not accepting 
frivolous work is irrelevant to the fact that the numbers from Table 3 in the Harper et al. 
article were used inappropriately when they were taken as guidance for how many 
amphibians would be expected to be supported by a given amount of habitat in 
Newington. 
 
In addition, even if it actually had been appropriate to consider Harper et al.’s model 
rules to be “Conservation Area Needs”, Dru Associates’ estimate of 0.72 acres of habitat 
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to support 55 female salamanders in a 100 foot buffer area (pp. 10 and 14 of July 2011 
Herpetological Assessment) is based on another misunderstanding of Table 3.  As used in 
Table 3, the word “radius” refers to the distance from the model pool’s edge (i.e., the 
buffer distance).  (This is not how mathematicians use the term radius.)  In calculating 
the upland habitat area covered by different buffer distances, one would need to visualize 
the area as a doughnut of upland around a pool.  Dru Associates used the formula for a 
circle which is based on the mathematical definition of the term radius where a radius is 
the distance from a circle’s centerpoint to the edge of the circle.  In effect, Dru Associates 
calculated a doughnut hole by starting in the center of the pool, grossly underestimating 
the acreage of the 100 foot upland buffer area surrounding the 450 foot diameter pool. 
 
II. Are Soil Depths Limiting to Salamanders on the East Side of Basin 2? 
   Although the soils are shallow east of Basin 2 (the “heart-shaped pool”), spotted 
salamanders do not dig deep burrows.  In fact, they often use shrew (Blaurina 
brevicauda) burrows which are usually found in the upper 4 inches of soil, rarely as deep 
as 20 inches.  Thus, the soil depths should not be limiting on the east side of Basin 2. 
 
References: 
http://www.uri.edu/cels/nrs/paton/LH_spotted_sal.html 
 
http://www.epa.gov/region1/ge/thesite/restofriver/reports/final_era/B%20-
%20Focus%20Species%20Profiles/EcoRiskProfile_short-tailed_shrew.pdf 
 
III. Likely Effects of Development on Basin 2 (the heart-shaped pool) 
• Blasting, road construction, and house building will destroy much of the upland 

habitat on the east side of the pool.   
• Children and pets are unlikely to respect the signs defining the 100 foot pool buffer. 
• Homeowners in an upscale development are likely to have landscaping that involves 

use of fertilizers and pesticides.   
• Unusually intense storm events would likely send polluted water from roads and 

landscaped yards to the basin regardless of protective practices 
• If detention basins hold any water year round, they can provide habitat for bullfrog 

tadpoles.  Bullfrogs are a species that can outcompete other amphibians.  Dispersing 
bullfrogs may come to breed in Basin 2; and, in occasional wet years during which 
their tadpoles were able to overwinter in Basin 2, they would harm the next year’s 
hatch of wood frogs and spotted salamanders.  

• With reduced upland habitat area on the east side and many potential insults to the 
remaining habitat and the pool itself, it is highly likely that wood frog and spotted 
salamander populations will decline, or even go extinct in Basin 2.   

• Wood frog tadpoles are thought to have a beneficial effect on water quality because 
they remove algae.  Larval spotted salamanders’ consumption of other organisms is 
an important component of nutrient cycling between the pool and the surrounding 
uplands.  Wood frog and spotted salamander population declines or extinctions in the 
pool would alter the water quality and nutrient cycling in the pool. 
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IV. Herp Tunnel to Basin 3 
  Although the herp tunnel sounds like it will get the frogs and salamanders safely under 
the road to reach Basin 3, this reviewer is not convinced that this is a good idea.  The 
tunnel is not connecting Basin 2 to an area of major habitat importance.  For juvenile 
spotted salamanders and wood frogs attempting to exit Basin 2 on the east side, will this 
not channel them into a place where there the upland habitat is impaired?  IF this 
reviewer correctly understands how this would work, it seems like the risk of routing 
young dispersing amphibians to a small area surrounded by a wall and houses outweighs 
any possible value this wetland could have as extra breeding habitat for the amphibian 
populations of Basin 2. 
 
V.  Trade-offs Between Development East of Basin 2 and Acquisition of Basin 2 and 
the Land to the West    
In exchange for permitting development east of the Basin 2 (the large, heart-shaped 
wetland), the Town will receive ownership of the (more or less) 40 acres that includes the 
traprock ridge, the long, central headwaters stream and Basin 2, itself.  It should be noted 
that the relationship of these features and the setback distances from traprock and 
wetlands makes most of the area west of the heart-shaped wetland not likely to be found 
desirable for development.  Thus, the immediate trade-off is not that highly likely future 
development plans are put to bed, but rather that the right to manage the area is gained by 
the Town.  
 
With adjacent development to the east, it seems reasonable to believe that Basin 2 will 
lose functionality as amphibian habitat over time.  Thus, its acquisition by the Town 
should not be viewed as “saving” it. 
 
Gaining the right to manage the area west of Basin 2 would be beneficial in that the 
Town now owns land immediately to the south; thus, this brings together a larger tract of 
habitat. 
 
VI. Swamp Cottonwood 
Swamp cottonwood (Populus heterophylla), a tree species listed as “threatened” in 
Connecticut, has been reported on the west side of Basin 2.  The reported cottonwoods 
are considered a “substantial” population.  Given how few populations have been 
reported in New England (one of which had but one individual), this population (if 
species identification is confirmed) would be considered an important population in 
Connecticut. 
   
In general, seed-producing female swamp cottonwood trees are wind-pollinated with 
pollen from male trees.  The seeds sprout right at the soil’s surface.  For their roots to 
take hold initially, they need very moist, bare mineral soil.  For the seedlings to survive 
and grow, they need nearly full sunlight and plenty of available moisture especially in the 
early part of the growing season.  (Available soil moisture means that the roots can 
extract soil moisture, not necessarily that soil appears to be wet.)  Ideal conditions occur 
on sunny, open sites when high water deposits mineral soil and then begins receding just 
as the cottonwood seeds are flying through the air or being carried in the water.  While 
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the soil is still very wet, the seedlings sprout.  Then, as the water table drops, the fast 
growing roots are able to get moisture.  If the water table remains up (as it may well do in 
a vernal pool), the conditions will not be good for seedling establishment. 
 
Once established, swamp cottonwood is very tolerant of having wet feet.  It also is 
considered intolerant of shade (though not quite as intolerant as the related Eastern 
cottonwood).  The combination of shade intolerance and a tolerance for wet feet makes it 
a natural species for swamps where the presence of water keeps many of its competitors 
from growing.  At the same time, in parts of its range it is reported growing on well-
drained soil rather than in swamps or other very wet places.  According to Robert T. 
McMaster, in New England, swamp cottonwood “prefers wetlands that are flooded for a 
few weeks to a few months per year, but saplings and mature trees may tolerate almost 
constant inundation.”  (Refer to Robert T. McMaster (2003), “Populus heterophylla 
(Swamp cottonwood) Conservation and Research Plan for New England”, published by 
the New England Wild Flower Society, Framingham, MA under the auspices of the New 
England Plant Conservation Program [NEPCoP].) 
 
Swamp cottonwood seeds that fall beneath the mother tree are unlikely to grow because it 
is too shady and, unless bare mineral soil was initially available, the sprouting seeds 
would not have been able to establish root systems in the first place.  Seeds that are 
carried away from the mother tree are more likely to find good habitat.  The seeds may be 
wind-blown over 100 meters (roughly 330 feet) or carried by water to suitable 
germination sites. 
 
McMaster notes that in the documented swamp cottonwood populations in New England, 
there is evidence of vegetative reproduction in all stands, but limited evidence of seedling 
recruitment.  McMaster says that the low number of seedlings may be due to “flooding 
regime, to competition for sunlight from other trees within the wetland or in the adjacent 
upland, or to absence of both male and female trees within a population.”  He also notes 
that, “Vegetative reproduction through root and stump suckering is common and is 
probably the primary mode of reproduction for most small populations.”  In general, 
large tree stumps produce fewer sprouts than smaller stumps.  In swamp cottonwood, 
stumps less than 12 inches in diameter are likely to produce sprouts. 
 
As a species, swamp cottonwood’s strategy for persisting in the larger landscape is not to 
build up a big population in one place, but rather it creates new subpopulations in 
different places at the times when soil, moisture, and sunlight conditions all come 
together in an ideal way for the dispersing seeds to take hold.  That way, when one 
subpopulation gets shaded out, there is another to take its place. 
 
In landscapes such as in New England where there are fewer ideal sites (not to mention 
excessive deer browsing), swamp cottonwood populations are rare.  McMaster considers 
hydrologic alterations, competition from other woody species, native and non-native, and 
herbivory to be the most important factors contributing to the risk of extinction of the 
small populations such as are present in New England (which he reported as ranging from 
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one to 68 trees).  McMaster suggests exclusion of deer and beaver.  (Note that deer are a 
problem for seedlings and sprouts, not large trees.) 
 
Management of swamp cottonwood in Connecticut is difficult because when one 
subpopulation is at risk, it is not reasonable to assume that there is another one 
somewhere nearby to take its place.  So, it is more important to make sure that the 
existing populations are not damaged.  In addition, McMaster recommends for New 
England that “although this species is known to be difficult to propagate, efforts at 
artificial propagation should be continued.” 
 
McMaster notes that with climate change, the species may be extending its range 
northward, and mentions the idea of looking for new populations in the region.  Now that 
it is known that Swamp Cottonwood is in the Newington area, it would be worth looking 
for it by the long central headwaters stream and elsewhere. 
    
To protect existing swamp cottonwood trees, the most important thing is to make sure 
that the immediately-adjacent trees are not shading them.  Where they are growing in wet 
areas, they will be shallowly rooted and are subject to being windthrown, particularly 
where the forest has been opened up in a way that allows winds to rush into the wet area. 
    
  
  VII. Long-term Monitoring 
The developer is to be commended for effort in attempting to be ecologically sensitive by 
incorporating various practices designed to protect the water quality and herpetofauna of 
Basins 2 and 3.  Should development be allowed, it would be worth setting up a long-
term monitoring plan of Basins 2 and 3 for water quality, water quantity, herpetofauna 
populations, and Swamp cottonwood beginning with measurements made before the 
development and continuing 20 years.  
 
 
VIII. Landscape Plant Schedule   LL-O 
Pyrus calleryana is on the State of Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection’s CT Early Detection and Priority Invasive Plants List (dated 3-2-11).  It is on 
the list as an early detection species because it has been found to be invasive in other 
states.  This species is not currently (2012) listed by the Connecticut Invasive Plant 
Council as Invasive or Potentially Invasive in Connecticut and it is not legally banned as 
most of the plants on the Council’s Invasive and Potentially Invasive plant list are.  
Nonetheless, the known invasive behavior of Pyrus calleryana and its presence on the 
state Early Detection list suggests that it is not a particularly good species to plant.   
 
Environmental Planting Species  
  The meaning of “Environmental Planting Species” is not clear.  For the record, 
Callicarpa americana is not native in New England.  (It is native farther south.)  There is 
some risk in planting Viburnum dentatum (an otherwise excellent native wildlife plant) 
because it is highly susceptible to defoliation by the Viburnum Leaf Beetle which has 
recently arrived in Connecticut. 
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Wildlife Resources Review 
 
The revised Newington Open Space Residential Subdivision modifies the original 
proposal to include 48 building lots and four public streets clustered in the southeast 
corner of the 73.73-acre site.  Approximately 44 acres will be dedicated open space, 
while approximately 29 acres are to be developed. Creation of a new basin south of the 
central wetland has been proposed, as has an amphibian crossing to provide a migration 
passage between two wetlands without requiring road crossings.   
 
The request for an additional environmental review came from the Town of Newington in 
order to assist decision making regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed 
development and potential mitigation. 
 
A site walk was conducted on November 28, 2012 and included the forested portion as 
well as the eastern and central wetlands.  The bulk of the property is mature deciduous 
forest dominated by oaks and maples, with a sparse to moderate understory.  There are 
three wetlands on the property including a north-south running watercourse in the 
western portion of the property, a large pool in the central portion and a smaller pool in 
the northeastern portion.  The traprock ridgeline is found west of the westernmost 
wetland and is to remain as open space. 
 
Given the requested submission timeframe, this report will concentrate on impacts to 
wildlife utilizing or potentially utilizing the wetlands in conjunction with the adjacent 
uplands. Please see the earlier ERT report for a description of existing wildlife habitat. 
 
The new site plan calls for five lots to be developed adjacent to the eastern edge of the 
central wetland’s buffer and for roadways and houses to be developed adjacent to all but 
the eastern side of the small eastern wetland’s buffer.  The proposed amphibian tunnel 
will cross under Trap Rock Way, allegedly allowing herptile movement between the two 
wetlands.   
 
Housing lots 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32 are proposed to be built adjacent to the eastern buffer 
of the central wetland.   Robust populations of spotted salamanders and large populations 
of wood frogs have been reported at this site (Dru Associates, Inc., Herpetological 
Assessment). Although placards will be installed identifying the area as a wetland buffer, 
it is highly probable that dumping in the wetland will occur, especially given the 
topography in that particular area.  At a minimum, it can be expected that grass clippings 
and other lawn debris will accumulate, and, potentially, other garbage will too.  
Depending on the nature of items placed in the wetlands and the intensity level of 
dumping, the impacts could be minimal or severe, but the potential exists to compromise 
this currently productive wetland’s wildlife habitat value.   
 
The small eastern wetland is proposed to have housing lots adjacent to its northern buffer 
and roadways adjacent to its western and southern buffers, with a proposed amphibian 
tunnel connecting it to the larger central wetland, allowing passage between the two 
wetlands.  Spotted salamander egg masses have been reported for this pond (Dru 
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Associates, Inc., Herpetological Assessment).  What remains unclear is in regards to 
movement away from this small eastern wetland; for both adults post-breeding as well as 
juvenile dispersal into the uplands.  It is unclear how amphibians, particularly juveniles, 
will be kept from attempting to disperse in directions other than toward the tunnel, only 
to find roadways, resulting in higher mortality, compounding the increased mortality that 
may occur during dispersal from the central wetland for those juveniles that attempt to 
travel east and north.   
 
While the Mitigation Plan provided by Dru Associates, Inc. provides a detailed plan for 
creating a new basin located south of the central wetland, it should be considered that 
there is no guarantee that a functional wetland can be successfully created.     
 
As stated in the first report, it should be noted again that development in the upland will result in 
outright habitat loss, affecting and changing the species composition of the upland area as lawn 
and pavement will replace the trees and shrubs that now serve as sources of food, cover and 
shelter.  Bird species that use forested wetlands at varying times of the year for breeding, feeding 
and shelter include northern water thrush, common yellowthroat and eastern phoebe.  As the 
amount of available habitat shrinks, it is likely that populations of these species will decrease, 
while more common suburban species such as blue jay, American robin and American crow can 
be expected to increase.  This site contains a large amount of intact acreage in a highly developed 
part of the state, providing some of the only habitat of significant size in the immediate 
surroundings, which is critical   Additionally, it is adjacent to and functions in conjunction with 
traprock ridge habitat, which is considered one of the 12 key habitats in Connecticut’s 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy and is important habitat for many reptile and 
amphibian species and species of Greatest Conservation Need. 
 
Currently, housing lots are planned for the eastern portion of the property.  With the increased 
development in this area, the value of the entire site for wildlife will decrease.  Again, the only 
way to maintain the quality of the available habitat is to leave the property undeveloped.  While 
any type of development will diminish the value of the habitat for wildlife, changes in the layout 
and number of housing units can reduce these impacts.  Lots 31 through 48 should remain 
undeveloped, allowing the wetlands to retain their functionality and productivity, decreasing the 
likelihood of dumping, and maintaining a larger portion of the property as wildlife habitat rather 
than suburban housing and lawn.     
 
References 
 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection.  Connecticut’s 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy. 2005.  Connecticut Department of 
Energy and Environmental Protection, Wildlife Division, Bureau of Natural Resources, 
Hartford, CT. 
 
Dru Associates, Inc.  July, 2011.  Herpetological Assessment. Glen Cove, New York. 
 
 



 36

The Natural Diversity Data Base 
 
The Natural Diversity Data Base maps and files regarding the project area have been 
reviewed. According to our records, multiple State-listed species (RCSA Sec. 26-306) 
have been documented on or near the site proposed for the Newington Walk 
development.  
  
State-Listed Plant Species 
  
Swamp cottonwood (Populus heterophylla), a State Threatened plant species, was 
recently documented at the parcel on Russell Road in Newington, CT.  
 
 

 
Robert H. Mohlenbrock. USDA NRCS. 
1995. Northeast wetland flora: Field office 
guide to plant species. Northeast National 
Technical Center, Chester. Courtesy of 
USDA NRCS Wetland Science Institute. Usage 
Requirements. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Swamp cottonwood is native to the eastern United States but is described in the Silvics of 
North America as “sparse throughout its range.”* The species is relatively short-lived 
(trees seldom remain sound after 80 years) and is considered an obligate wetland species.  
 
Populations in New England occur in a variety of wetland settings, though several have 
been observed in small wetlands perched on traprock ridges. Overall, Swamp cottonwood 
prefers wetlands that are flooded for a few weeks to a few months per year.** This 
seasonal flooding likely benefits cottonwood by reducing the density of competing 
vegetation.  
 
Although mature Swamp cottonwood trees can tolerate constant inundation, seasonal 
water fluctuations are likely critical to the regeneration and long-term survival of the 
species. In order for its seeds to germinate and become established, an exposed and 
saturated substrate must be present soon after the seeds fall to the ground. Because the 
seeds have little or no endosperm, they are only viable for 1-2 weeks.** 
  
Given its reliance on seasonal water fluctuations, Swamp cottonwood may be negatively 
impacted by changes in the frequency, duration, depth, and/or timing of flooding.   
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Proposed changes to the site on Russell Road may impact the hydrology of the wetland 
where Swamp cottonwood has been documented. In the Hydrologic Impact Assessment 
Report submitted by Legette, Brashears & Graham, Inc., it was acknowledged that the 
detention/infiltration basin proposed north of the wetland will:   
  

“…capture runoff during and after storm events, and will allow some of 
the captured runoff to flow down-gradient to the wetland area, offering the 
potential to slightly increase the duration of wet conditions in the wetland 
area.”   

  
As noted above, an increase in the duration or frequency of flooding could negatively 
impact the population of Swamp cottonwood.  
  
Of additional concern is the possible nutrient loading of the wetland. Runoff from 
fertilized lawns and gardens located uphill would likely transport nitrogen and other 
nutrients into the wetland despite the proposed buffer. Although these nutrients are not 
expected to impact the Swamp cottonwood directly, they could promote the growth of 
more competitive species such as Red maple (Acer rubrum), leading to the eventual 
exclusion of Swamp cottonwood from the wetland.  
  
For more information regarding State-listed plant species, please contact Nelson 
DeBarros (nelson.debarros@ct.gov).   
  
State- Listed Wildlife 
  
In response to your request for a Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) Review of State 
Listed Species for Newington Walk, our records indicate the following extent population 
of species occurs within the vicinity of the site:  
  
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) - State listed threatened species  
  
Though somewhat tolerable of human disturbance, the Peregrine falcon will be 
negatively affected if work occurs during their nesting season. If this species is present on 
the site, the DEEP Wildlife Division recommends that the work be done during the non-
nesting season (June – March).  
  
For more information regarding the Peregrine Falcon  see the attached Fact Sheet or 
please contact Elaine Hinsch (elaine.hinsch@ct.gov).   
  
Natural Diversity Data Base information includes all information regarding critical 
biologic resources available to us at the time of the request. This information is a 
compilation of data collected over the years by the CT Department of Energy & 
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Natural Resources and cooperating units of DEEP, 
private conservation groups and the scientific community. This information is not 
necessarily the result of comprehensive or site specific field investigations. Consultations 
with the Data Base should not be substituted for on-site surveys required for 
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environmental assessments. Current research projects and new contributors continue to 
identify additional populations of species and locations of habitats of concern, as well as,  
enhance existing data. Such new information is incorporated into the Data Base as it 
becomes available. If the proposed work has not been initiated within 12 months of this 
review, contact the NDDB for an updated review.  
  
Please contact (nelson.debarros@ct.gov; 860-424-3585) if you have any questions. 
Thank you for consulting the Natural Diversity Data Base and continuing to work with us 
to protect State-listed species.  
 
 
 
 
 *Burns, Russell M. and Barbara H. Honkala, tech. coords. Silvics of North America, vol 2. Hardwoods; 
Populus heterophylla. Agriculture handbook no.654. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, 1990. p.551-554.  
 
**McMaster, Robert. Conservation and Research Plan for New England: Populus heterophylla L. (Swamp 
cottonwood). The New England Wildflower Society, 2003. p.i. 
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About the Team 
The Eastern Connecticut Environmental Review Team (ERT) is a group of professionals in environmental 
fields drawn together from a variety of federal, state and regional agencies. Specialists on the Team include 
geologists, biologists, foresters, soil specialists, engineers and planners. The ERT operates with state 
funding under the supervision of the Eastern Connecticut Resource Conservation and Development 
(RC&D) Area — an 86 town region.* 
 
The services of the Team are available as a public service at no cost to Connecticut towns with funding 
provided by the CT DEEP. 
 
Purpose of the Team 
The Environmental Review Team is available to help towns and developers in the review of sites proposed 
for major land use activities. To date, the ERT has been involved in reviewing a wide range of projects 
including subdivisions, landfills, commercial and industrial developments, sand and gravel excavations, 
active adult, recreation/open space projects, watershed studies and resource inventories. 
 
Reviews are conducted in the interest of providing information and analysis that will assist towns and 
developers in environmentally sound decision-making. This is done through identifying the natural 
resource base of the project site and highlighting opportunities and limitations for the proposed land use. 
 
Requesting a Review 
Environmental reviews may be requested by the chief elected official of a municipality and/or the chairman 
of town commissions such as planning and zoning, conservation, inland wetlands, parks and recreation or 
economic development. Requests should be directed to the chairman of your local Conservation District 
and the ERT Coordinator. A request form should be completely filled out and should include the required 
materials. When this request is reviewed by the local Conservation District and approved by the ERT 
Subcommittee, the Team will undertake the review on a priority basis. 
 
For additional information and request forms regarding the Environmental Review Team please contact the 
ERT Coordinator: 860-345-3977, Eastern Connecticut RC&D Area, P.O. Box 70, Haddam, Connecticut 
06438, e-mail: connecticutert@aol.com. 
 

About the Eastern Connecticut RC&D Area 
 Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) is a program of the United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA). The Secretary of Agriculture gave the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) [formerly the Soil Conservation Service] responsibility for administering the program. RC&D is 
unique because it is led by local volunteer councils that help people care for and protect their natural 
resources in a way that improves the local economy, environment, and living standards. RC&D is a way for 
people to work together to plan and carry out activities that will make their area a better place in which to 
live.  
 Interest in creating the Eastern Connecticut RC&D Area first started in 1965. An application for 
assistance was prepared and submitted in June 1967 to the Secretary of Agriculture for planning 
authorization. This authorization was received in August 1968. In 1983, an application by the Eastern 
Connecticut RC&D’s Executive Council was approved by USDA and NRCS to enlarge the area to an 86 
town region. 
 The focus of the Eastern Connecticut RC&D Program is to help people care for and protect their 
natural resources, improve local economies, and sustain a high quality of life. The program derives its 
success from its ability to connect individuals, communities, government entities, and grassroots 
organizations. These connections and partnerships enable the development of shared visions and resource 
networks that work toward a healthy future for Connecticut. Current members on the RC&D Council 
represent the Working Lands Alliance, the Essex Land Trust, The Last Green Valley, the Green Valley 
Institute, the Thames River Basin Partnership, WINCOG, SECCCOG, NECCOG, CRERPA, NorthCentral 
Conservation District, Eastern Conservation District and the CT River and Estuary Conservation District. 
For more information please visit their website at: www.easternrcd-ct.org. 
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