
 

 

July 15, 2026 

 

Sarah Schlechter 

Conservation Commission Chair 

 Town of Weston, CT 

56 Norfield Road 

Weston, CT 06883 

 

Subject:  Valley Forge Road Rehabilitation (CC-26-12-COM) 

 

Dear Ms. Schlechter: 

Section 215-7 (C) (2) of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourse Regulations adopted by the 
Conservation Commission of the Town of Weston requires written consent when the 
applicant is not the owner of the land involved in the application.  The relevant requirement 
is excerpted below: 

C.  
All applications shall contain such information in writing or on maps or drawings that is 
necessary for a fair and informed determination of the issues, including the following: 
(1)  
The applicant's name, home and business address, mailing address, and telephone 
numbers. If the applicant is a corporation or partnership, the managing member or 
responsible corporate officer's name, address, and telephone numbers. 
(2)  
The owner's name, address and telephone number and written consent if the applicant is 
not the owner of the land involved in the application. 
 

For the record, I have not consented to the work being performed on my property detailed 
in the site plan.   

 

https://ecode360.com/13188410#27014320
https://ecode360.com/13188410#27014321
https://ecode360.com/13188410#27014322


While I am not asking the Commission to adjudicate ownership, I am asking it to enforce its 
own regulations governing the completeness of permit applications. Before proceeding to 
the merits of the application, the Commission must first acknowledge that this application 
clearly fails to comply with the Commission’s own mandatory filing requirement.   

In its July 14 letter, the Town states:  “The Town also does not believe that the hearing must 
remain open until all right-of-way, property line, temporary rights, or private property 
coordination issues are resolved.  Those issues can continue to be addressed through the 
property-specific temporary rights and final design/construction coordination process.” 

Suffice it to say, this response conflicts with the requirements of 215-7 (C) (2).   

Furthermore, it creates a precedent whereby any party can file an application to perform 
work on someone else’s property affecting wetlands and inland waterways, under the 
premise that property rights issues will be resolved after the fact.  I am certain the 
Commissioners would object to an application describing work to be performed on their 
property without their prior consent.   

This precedent opens Pandora’s box by creating a simple playbook for developers and 
other parties to obtain approval to perform work on wetlands and inland waterways without 
prior consent of property owners.  As such, I request that the Commission reject this 
application due to failure to comply with the requirements of 215-7 (C)(2), or at the very 
least keep the Public Hearing open until this compliance issue is resolved, including 
consideration of the unintended consequences of this dangerous precedent.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Walter Ielusic 

 

Cc:  

Mary Francois, Conservation Commission, Vice Chair 

Barbara Cleland Salko, Conservation Commission 

Victor Escandon, Conservation Commission 

Malcolm Kemeny, Conservation Commission 

Michael Lubell, Conservation Commission 



Abigail Squance, Conservation Commission 

Richelle Hodza, Land Use Director 

Dr. Tom Failla, Conservation Planner 

 

 
 


