RYAN D. HOYLER
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
Main (860) 275-8200
Fax (860) 275-8299
rhoyler@rc.com
Direct (860) 275-8293

Via Electronic Mail to pnzappl@greenwichct.org
September 19, 2022
Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
101 Field Point Road
Greenwich, CT 06803
Re:

Applications by 18 Armstrong Lane, LLC: PLPZ 2022 00394; PLPZ 2022 00430;
and PLPZ 2022 00431

Dear Chair Alban and Members of the Commission:
This firm represents Kimberly and Ian Treibick (“Treibick”) of 17 Gilliam Lane, and
Albert and Kate Laverge (“Laverge”) of 8 Armstrong Lane. This letter and the associated
attachments are written to voice their strong objection to the subdivision and site plan
applications of 18 Armstrong Lane, LLC, including PLPZ 2022 00394; PLPZ 2022 00430; and
PLPZ 2022 00431 (“Applications”), for the parcel at 18 Armstrong Lane.
In opposition to the Applications, please find enclosed the following documents:
1) Letter from Ryan D. Hoyler, Robinson & Cole, LLP, regarding opposition to PLPZ
2022 00394 – Final Coastal Subdivision at 18 Armstrong Lane - 2-Lot Subdivision,
18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside, CT (Tax Parcel I.D. # 05-1905/S), dated September
19, 2022;
2) Letter from Ryan D. Hoyler, Robinson & Cole, LLP, regarding opposition to PLPZ
2022 00430 – Final Coastal Site Plan (Parcel “Y-R”), dated September 19, 2022;
3) Letter from Ryan D. Hoyler, Robinson & Cole, LLP, regarding opposition to PLPZ
2022 00431 – Final Coastal Site Plan (Parcel “X-R”), dated September 19, 2022;
4) Letter from Ryan D. Hoyler, Robinson & Cole, LLP, regarding opposition to
Commission hearing Applications together, dated September 19, 2022;
5) Letter from Steven Danzer, Ph.D., Steven Danzer, Ph.D. & Associates, LLC,
regarding parcels “Y-R” and “X-R,” 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside, Connecticut,
dated June 16, 2022;

25693361-v5

Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
September 16, 2022
Page 2

6) Letter from Steven D. Trinkaus, P.E., Trinkaus Engineering, LLC, regarding parcels
“Y-R” and “X-R,” 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside, Connecticut, dated September 16,
2022;
7) C.V. of Steven D. Trinkaus.
We look forward to participating in the Commission’s meeting on September 20, 2022 to
present our opposition, as elaborated upon in the above letters.

Sincerely,
/s/ Ryan D. Hoyler
Ryan D. Hoyler
RDH
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RYAN D. HOYLER
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
Main (860) 275-8200
Fax (860) 275-8299
rhoyler@rc.com
Direct (860) 275-8293

Via Electronic Mail
September 19, 2022
Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
101 Field Point Road
Greenwich, CT 06830
Re:

PLPZ 2022 00394 – Final Coastal Subdivision at 18 Armstrong Lane - 2-Lot
Subdivision, 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside, CT (Tax Parcel I.D. # 05-1905/S)

Dear Chair Alban and Members of the Commission:
This firm represents Kimberly and Ian Treibick (“Treibick”) of 17 Gilliam Lane, and
Albert and Kate Laverge (“Laverge”) of 8 Armstrong Lane. This letter is written to voice their
strong objection to the pending Final Coastal Subdivision application (“Application”)1 at 18
Armstrong Lane (“Property”).
As the Commission knows, it previously approved an application by 18 Armstrong Lane,
LLC (“Applicant”) to subdivide the Property. Treibick and Laverge appealed that decision to the
Superior Court. Following the Applicant’s concession that it had abandoned the subdivision that
was the subject of that appeal, the appeal was dismissed as moot. The Applicant has
subsequently re-filed the Application, along with Coastal Site Plan Applications for Parcel “XR” (PLPZ 2022 00430) and Parcel “Y-R” (PLPZ 2022 00431). These applications suffer from
the same deficiencies as the prior applications.
I.

Background.

Treibick and Laverge own and reside at properties that abut, respectively, to the west and
north, the Property, which is at the corner of Armstrong Lane and Long View Avenue. While
1

The agenda for the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting on September 20, 2022 refers to this application as a
“Final Coastal Subdivision” application. However, as discussed in this letter, infra, § X, there is no “coastal site
plan,” as defined in Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-105(b), included in the subdivision application. Therefore, the
subdivision application before the Commission is not a “coastal” application.
25679800-v1
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abutters are typically the ones most affected by redevelopment, they are not the only persons
who have objected to the proposed division of this property. As the Commission may recall,
nearly every other property owner on Armstrong Lane, Long View Avenue, Gilliam Avenue,
Shaw Place, and Twin Lakes also opposed the application to subdivide the Property filed in
2020. Their prior emails and statements are included in the email with this letter. See Exhibit A.
The Property has been developed as a single-family residence in the R-12 Zone. The
Property is in a neighborhood of similarly slightly oversize lots distinguished by individual
architecture and home sitings, significant greenscape, mature trees, and a similar character. The
approval, in contrast, creates two chiseled symmetrical lots, each materially smaller than any
other lot in the neighborhood, with almost identically-placed development envelopes and very
little greenspace per lot. At least two mature deciduous trees will be destroyed in order for this
plan to be implemented.
The dedicated “open space” to the south, along Long View Lane, is not of sufficient area
to improve the situation, whether by screening the development or by providing the passive
recreation open space opportunities. This fact points out the inappropriateness of subdivision of
a lot this small in area, which is nevertheless incompatible with the development around it and
too small to be ameliorated by the open space and other provisions of the subdivision regulations
intended to soften its effect.
Applicant proposes a 14.38% dedication to open space. However, given the fact that the
Property is in the Coastal Management Overlay, it would be more appropriate for the
Commission to impose a 15% open space requirement. Doing so would mean that the
subdivision could not occur because it could not create two lots of sufficient size.
II.

Coastal Area Management Review is Required

The Property lies within the “coastal zone” pursuant to the Coastal Management Act
(“CAM”), Connecticut General Statutes §§ 22a-90 to 22a-111, inclusive. Applicant’s expert
concedes this.2 When the property at issue is located in what is defined as the “coastal zone”
CAM applies and controls. Thus, CAM makes what normally would be a subdivision
application into a “coastal subdivision application,” and the Commission is tasked not just with
the requirements of its Subdivision Regulations, but also with the analysis that CAM requires.
2

See Drainage Summary Report prepared for 18 Armstrong Lane LLC, Revision 7, dated June 28, 2022, p. 2 (“THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY IS WITHIN THE CAM ZONE.”). (Capitalization in original.)
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Under CAM, the Commission has greater discretion than it would otherwise have in reviewing a
subdivision application. See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-105(e) (reviewing agency may modify,
condition or deny subdivision application located in the coastal zone).
CAM requires coastal municipalities in Connecticut, including Greenwich, to undertake
certain responsibilities “to manage uses in the coastal boundary through existing municipal
planning, zoning and other local regulatory authorities” and “to manage coastal hazards so as to
ensure that development proceeds in such a manner that hazards to life and property are
minimized[.]”3 In accordance with this mandate/authorization in CAM, the Commission
amended the BZR to establish a Coastal Overlay Zone to “preserve and enhance coastal
resources[,]” as well as to:
Insure that the development, preservation or use of the land and water
resources of the coastal area proceeds in a manner consistent with the
capability of the land and water resources to support such development,
preservation or use without significantly disrupting the natural
environment; [and]
Limit the potential impact of coastal flooding and erosion patterns on
coastal development so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life
and property and to reduce the necessity of public expenditure to protect
future development from such hazards[.]4
Further, BZR § 6-111(c)A requires Coastal Site Plan review “for all projects and activities as
defined in Section 22a-105(b) of [CAM] fully or partially within the Coastal Overlay Zone.”5
Under Section 22a-105(b), the “activities or projects” subject to such review are expressly
defined to include “plans submitted to a planning commission for subdivision or resubdivision in
accordance with section 8-25 or with any special act[.]”6

3

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-92(b)(1)(A), (b)(2)(F).
BZR § 6-111(a).
5
BZR § 6-111(c)A also expressly lists subdivision applications as “activities or projects” subject to Coastal Site
Plan review.
6
Further, Greenwich’s Application for Review of Coastal Site Plan states that such review is required for “approval
of the proposed project under the … subdivision regulations of the Municipality.” 18 Armstrong Lane, LLC,
Application for Coastal Site Plan Review, PLPZ 2022 00430, p. 24.
4
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Therefore, the Commission is required to conduct a Coastal Site Plan review for the
Application.7 Applicant’s engineer’s contention that no “coastal resources” are present on the
Property does not absolve Applicant of its obligation to follow CAM and provide the information
outlined on the Coastal Site Plan application form.8 It is up to the Commission to determine,
after review of the required information provided by Applicant, whether there are “coastal
resources” present that would be impacted by the proposed subdivision.9
III.

The Subdivision Application is Incomplete and Lacks Coastal Site Plan Review

While the applications for site plan review, PLPZ 2022 00430 and PLPZ 2022 00431,
submitted by Applicant contain the Application for Review of Coastal Site Plan, as required by
BZR § 6-111(c)A and Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-105(b), the application for subdivision, PLPZ 2022
00394, contains no application for Coastal Site Plan review. Presumably, Applicant believes that
the submission of site plan review for the site plan applications is sufficient.10 It is not.
The subdivision must be reviewed and approved by the Commission separately from the
site plans. [CITE.] As discussed above, the application for subdivision review requires Coastal
Site Plan Review. CAM “envisions a single review process, during which proposals for
development within the coastal boundary will simultaneously be reviewed” for compliance with
local zoning and subdivision requirements and consistency with the policies of CAM.11 There is

7

In violation of this statutory and regulatory requirement, however, the Commission previously declined to do the
full analysis and also declined to require Applicant to submit the information needed for a Coastal Site Plan that is
required in BZR § 6-111(c). The Commission wrongly accepted Applicant’s engineer’s position that, since no
“coastal resources” are present on the two lots, Applicant did not need to follow CAM or provide any of the detail
listed on the Coastal Site Plan application form, to which Applicant repeatedly responded “N/A.”
8
Nor do case decisions from Connecticut courts with respect to subdivisions of property outside the coastal zone,
and thus not being considered under CAM. A subdivision considered by the Commission in the coastal area is
entitled to the full range of consideration and discretion that CAM allows.
9
See Sams v. Dep’t of Env’t Prot., 308 Conn. 359, 407-09 (2013) (“[a] proposed use that does not impact coastal
resources is not exempted from coastal site plan review. Rather the determination of whether an activity impacts a
coastal resource is left for the municipality as part of the coastal site plan review process.”).
10
See Letter from John J. Heagney to Mr. Patrick LaRow, dated August 1, 2022 at p. 1 (“[b]y filing the subdivision
application simultaneously with the coastal site plans for the development of the lots, Applicant asks the
[Commission] to apply the requirements of [CAM] and BZR §6-111 as part of their review [of the subdivision
application].”). However, as discussed in this section, these are separate applications and a separate application for
coastal site plan review was required as part of the subdivision application.
11
Pinchbeck v. Plan. & Zoning Comm’n of Town of Guilford, 69 Conn. App. 796, 799 (2002).
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no application for Coastal Site Plan Review within the subdivision package and therefore no
application for Coastal Site Plan Review, as relates to the subdivision, is before the Commission.
Further, Applicant has failed to submit sufficient information for the Commission to
perform Coastal Site Plan review. A coastal subdivision application must include the following:
(1) A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on
and contiguous to the site.
(2) A description of the entire project with appropriate plans, indicating project
location, design, timing and methods of construction.
(3) An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use.
(4) An assessment of the suitability of the project for the proposed site.
(5) An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the project
and a description of proposed methods to mitigate adverse effects on coastal
resources.
(6) A demonstration that the adverse impacts of the proposed activity upon
coastal resources and future water dependent development activities are
acceptable.
(7) A demonstration that the proposed activity is consistent with the goals and
policies as enumerated in Section 22a-92 of the Connecticut General
Statutes.12
While it appears that the Applicant has retained Environmental Land Solutions to provide the
foregoing listed information13, no such information has been submitted to the Commission by the
Applicant. Section 22a-105 of the General Statutes requires that this information “shall” be
provided, meaning the Commission has no discretion to excuse the Applicant’s failure to provide
it. Without this information, the Application must be denied.
It is Applicant’s duty to demonstrate compliance with CAM; it is not the duty of
opposing neighbors to answer the questions on the application forms, or to address the factors
listed in CAM. It has been conceded that the Property lies in the coastal zone, which means that
12
13

Id. § 6-111(c)C.
Based on a letter from John J. Heagney, Esq. to Patrick LaRow, dated August 1, 2022.
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coastal resources are nearby. The flooding on the roads, which neighbors raised in the attached
emails and which was mentioned as impacting ponds nearby, was previously addressed by
Applicant with a shrug. These ponds are tidal in nature and connected to the Mianus River. See
Letter of Steven Danzer, submitted herewith. CAM requires that full information be provided
and that adverse impacts be considered and discussed, as part of a complete application.
In sum, Applicant must bring to the Commission information enabling all the factors
listed in CAM to be addressed, even if the answers on a superficial level may seem to be
negative. One of the purposes of CAM is to treat the coastal zone, which was likely developed
prior to the adoption of any zoning regulation, differently from non-coastal zone areas, to see
especially if further development/redevelopment would be detrimental for a variety of reasons
beyond what a is involved in a classic subdivision outside the coastal area.
IV.

Additional Areas of Concern:

The Town’s Subdivision Regulations provide that the purpose of the regulations is to
“[i]nsure that any land subdivided can be used for building purposes without danger to health or
public safety.” (§ 6-260). Further, to this end, the Subdivision Regulations provide that “[l]and
of such a character that it cannot be used without danger to health or peril from … flood or other
menace, shall not be subdivided for residential purposes nor for any other permitted use which
might increase danger to health, life or property, or aggravate a flood hazard.” (§ 6-282). The
proposed subdivision will harm health and public safety in the following ways.
(A)

Flood and Drainage Issues

The Record in the prior subdivision application, along with the attached emails and
pictures below, clearly document that there are existing drainage problems associated with the
roads within this neighborhood and with this Property, the latter especially affecting Treibick’s
property, downhill and to the west.
Indeed, these conditions have been acknowledged by staff, Mr. D’Andrea (Applicant’s
engineer), and nearly everyone in the neighborhood who has spoken out regarding Applicant’s
proposed development – none of them in favor – as the attached emails demonstrate. At one
point, Applicant’s engineer admitted that his earlier attempts in connection with another site to
ameliorate the flooding conditions had been unsuccessful, and that, in essence, nothing could be
done to improve the situation. The below photographs show brown water washing down the
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roads in a recent rainfall event, including towards Twin Lakes, which leads to the Mianus River,
a tidal wetland:

Further, the lot design that has been approved is replete with numerous engineered
solutions and underground structures that do nothing to improve the situation that exists both in
the roads and with respect to Treibick. Instead, these measures are intended essentially to avoid
a worsening of existing conditions, at least to the extent that civil engineers can estimate, using
past and average weather conditions to predict the future. Mr. D’Andrea has even stated that the
drainage design for the Property “ensures that the water flow will not increase,”14 suggesting that
the drainage design simply maintains existing conditions rather than addressing drainage issues
14

As stated on page 3 of the Drainage Summary Report prepared for 18 Armstrong Lane LLC, Revision 7, dated
June 28, 2022.
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caused by the Property. Further, the proposed drainage structures and systems must be
maintained by the owners in order to be effective. However, nothing has been ordered to flag
these issues for future owners, or to provide for any inspection regimen by the Town to ensure
compliance in working condition.
In the face of this acknowledgement of an existing problem, it makes no sense to
intensify the development as proposed, for residential use, with more impervious surface and less
greenspace, and with unnatural, engineered solutions. Needless to say, these designs come with
no guarantee, nor will staff or anyone at P&Z follow-up over the years to see if, in fact, they are
being maintained and repaired, or whether the estimates of an engineer hired by the person
seeking the subdivision were accurate as to what in fact has taken place on site.
(B)

Open Space Issues

As discussed above, the Commission should require Applicant to dedicate 15% of land to
open space, given (a) the fact that this Property is in the Coastal Management Area; and (b)
Applicant’s failure to provide the information needed to evaluate the project’s consistency with
CAM. Requiring 15% open space would mean the subdivision could not occur because a second
lot will not be of sufficient size.
Conservation Commission staff has also noted several problems with respect to open
space. For example:
The proposed site development plan shows grading within the open space area. Fill
installation will impact the existing vegetation and cover the native soils eliminating their
beneficial functions. Therefore, no grading, stockpiling or any soil disturbance should be
allowed within the open space including the proposed level spreader.
…
The proposed drainage piping and level spreaders along the northwestern property lines
will not only cause removal of a nicely planted band, but they may also negatively affect
the neighboring properties with their direct discharge. The applicant should relocate the
further away from the property line and minimize the disturbance within the vegetated
area. (emphasis added).
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(Memorandum from Aleksandra Moch, May 4, 2022).
(C)

Evidence about negative impact on property values.

Attached hereto is letter from a real estate broker, who works in Greenwich and is
familiar with the Property and neighborhood for years, and who opines that the proposed
subdivision and development would have a deleterious impact on the value of neighboring
properties. This broker cites a variety of reasons, and Applicant has offered no counter evidence
dealing with valuation and impact. As the Commission knows, the law is clear that disagreement
with the contentions of an adversary, without more, is not proof of the converse fact.
For all the above reasons, Treibick and Laverge urge the Commission to deny the
Application.
Sincerely,
/s/ Ryan D. Hoyler
Ryan D. Hoyler
Copy: Patrick LaRow, Deputy Director Planning and Zoning/Assistant Town Planner
Bianca Dygert, Planner II
John Heagney, Esq.
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From: Albert Laverge <Albert.Laverge@egonzehnder.com>
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 5:08 PM
To: Dygert, Bianca <bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org>
Subject: 18 Armstrong Lane - Objections to proposed sub-division
To the Planning & Zoning Commission
Re: 18 Armstrong Lane
My wife and I are homeowners at 8 Armstrong Lane, the adjacent property to 18 Armstrong,
sharing the entire northern property line.
We strongly oppose the proposed subdivision of 18 Armstrong on a number of bases.
Character of the Neighborhood
The lots on Armstrong Lane and the surrounding areas are typically single homes with
significant greenspace around them and in many cases mature trees. The proposed
subdivision would create building lots significantly smaller than any other lot in the
neighbourhood, with smaller set-backs and less surrounding greenspace, completely out of
character with the rest of the neighborhood.
Removal of Large Caliper trees
The proposal includes cutting down several mature, large caliper trees, including trees of at
least 36 inches in diameter (if not 40+) and 60 feet tall. One sits on our property line, with
visible roots extending over our line. These trees would be irreplaceable and make up a
distinctive feature of our leafy, green neighbourhood, and the impacts of shade and CO2
absorption. Additionally, a mature tree can absorb 10 gallons per 1 inch of trunk diameter
per week, meaning a 36 inch trunk will absorb 360 gallons per week or 72 gallons per day.
Removing these mature trees will have a significantly detrimental impact on drainage for the
property, and the proposal to replace each tree removed with 3 shrubs would not even begin
to make up for the loss of water absorption and the drainage issues connected to that.
Potential Drainage issues
18 Armstrong Lane has significant potential drainage issues, highlighted in the submission of
Rocco v. D’Andrea for both Parcel X and Parcel Y. We are not comfortable with the
attestations of the current proposal, and feel an independent study needs to be done of the
drainage issues and the potential significant impact to 17 Gilliam Lane, 11 Gilliam Lane, 8
Armstrong Lane, 8 Long View Avenue, 27 Gilliam Lane and others. The removal of mature
trees (necessary to allow for two houses on the site) will contribute significantly to flooding
issues in a neighbourhood that already has flooding problems. We would like much greater
detail on how the developer would contain all water onsite, as required by the P&Z. This
neighbourhood has experienced a significant increase in flooding due to new construction,
even when, in theory, the site was engineered to retain storm water.
Safety concerns from Increased traffic
Sub-dividing 18 Armstrong would have a significant impact on traffic on the lane. Armstrong
Lane has 6 houses, no sidewalks, and 8 children ages 4-11. Replacing the current structure
with two new houses would add, by our account, between 16.6% and 25% more vehicle
traffic to the street. Again, significantly changing the character of the neighbourhood and
posing increased safety concerns.
Incorrect data in the submission re: Open Space calculations
On page 1 of the summary of the submission dated June 26, 2020 (PLPZ 2020 00048), the
numbers seem incorrect, particularly relating to the Parcel Size and the Open Space Parcel.
The number quoted on the first page of the summary says that there is 4,090 of Open Parcel
space in a total quoted lot of 28,090… which is 14.56% of the total Parcel Size, not 14.9% as

suggested in the summary. Also and however, according to the deed and tax documentation
filed with the town, the size of the Parcel is exactly 0.6400 acres, which we calculate to be
27,868.4 square feet (not 28,090). If each of Parcel X and Parcel Y are 12,000sf, that means
that there is only 3,878.4sf for open space, which is 13.9%. In our view a threshold is a
threshold, and this proposal does not meet the threshold for minimum lot size and open
space parcel.
Incorrect data in the submission re: Non-Conforming structures on current property
On page 3 of the summary, under Existing Conditions, it says “The existing parcel appears
to be conforming and contains an existing single family dwelling with attached garage,
driveway, patio, deck and miscellaneous hardscapes”. This is not true. The driveway and the
hardscape parking area are non-conforming. The driveway for its entire course is just feet
from the property line, and the parking area is directly on the properly line. As these
structures are already non-conforming, we will need time to conduct our own engineering
studies to see what the potential impact would be of the proposal, particularly in terms of
drainage concerns.
Unnecessary sub-division
This is an unnecessary subdivision. From what we understand, there has been significant
interest in the property from home buyers looking for a single house on the property. Thus, if
there are options for the seller to meet her/their sale value target while not so negatively
impacting the nature and character of the neighbourhood, why sub-divide and irreparably
alter the lot and area? We understand that this is an attractive opportunity for an outside
developer to make money by narrowly skirting zoning requirements and squeezing two
houses onto a single lot. In addition, in recent years, developers who have bought lots and
split them have actually struggled to sell these homes, as they are not attractive to buyers
because they are out of character with the neighbourhood. 12 Long View Avenue, a
subdivided lot, was on the market for more than a year and eventually the sale listing was
pulled and the property was rented when no buyers emerged. The two houses in the
subdivision at 102 Hendrie sat unsold for 3 years. None of which is good for the character of
the neighbourhood and town.
The split is unnecessary, not conforming to the character of the neighbourhood, would have
negative environmental impacts and does not adhere to the zoning guidelines. We would
encourage the committee to disallow the splitting of the lot, and encourage the lot to be
marketed as a single parcel to avoid all of the above issues.
Respectfully,
Albert and Kate Laverge
8 Armstrong Lane
Riverside, CT 06878

From: Ian Treibick <ian@treibick.com>
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 2:45 PM
To: Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org
Cc: Katie.deluca@greenwichct.org; O'Hanlan, Edward V. <tohanlan@rc.com>; Matthew Mead
<risoli@optonline.net>
Subject: Fw: Fwd: 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside

Dear Ms Dygert,
Please see my emails below regarding 18 Armstrong Lane from April 21st and June 25th. I
have received no response from Ms DeLuca.
I was surprised not to hear about my request on the briefing call today.
I will be present on the call tomorrow, and just wanted to make sure you were aware of my
request.
Mr Risoli visited the property late last week and needs time to conclude his review.
Best,
Ian Treibick
203-517-5364
On Thursday, June 25, 2020 9:36 PM, Ian Treibick <ian@treibick.com> wrote:
Dear Ms DeLuca,
You may recall that I sent the email below to you on April 21, 2020, asking about the status of the
application by my neighbor at 18 Armstrong Lane. When you did not respond to my inquiry about
when it would be heard, I assumed that it had either been withdrawn or was on hold during the
pandemic.
Just this week I saw on the agenda that it is being heard by P&Z at its meeting on June 30, 2020,
without any notice to me since the initial filing back before the Governor’s emergency orders and my
email to you. This is quite a surprise, as I have very real concerns about drainage impacts that I had
asked in March to be addressed by a civil engineer, Joseph Risoli. The Covid19 emergency orders
stopped all our efforts, however, and the non-response to my email was all that I had to go on until
seeing the agenda this week.
Now that I know that the matter will in fact go forward, I need time for Mr. Risoli to conclude his review
that was interrupted in March. I contacted him immediately on seeing the agenda, and know that he
has downloaded the file from the website, and has arranged to visit the site. However, I also am
advised that in the short time available he will not be able to conclude his analysis, meet with me, and
advise me how to proceed.
Please take this email as my formal request for the record that the matter, if it is heard on June 30,
2020, be held open so that I can have my consultants prepared to present our concerns in a
meaningful way on or after July 12, 2020.
While I don’t fault you for failing to respond to my email on April 21st, given everything else that you
must do in the face of these extraordinary times, I also do not feel that I should be disadvantaged,
either, when I did all I thought was possible to see where things stood. Respectfully, I don’t see, given
the extensions of time granted automatically by the Governor’s orders, how this two week delay will
harm either the applicant or P&Z.
Thank you for your consideration of this request. I will be in attendance to make this request in
person.
All the best, Ian Treibick

From: Barbie Jackson <bldjax@gmail.com>
Subject: 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside
Date: June 29, 2020 at 8:37:45 AM EDT
To: bianca.dygart@greenwichct.org, katie.deluca@greenwichct.org
As a homeowner at 19 Armstrong Lane, a home that I grew up in and have lived at
for 78 years.
I would like to object to the division of the property at 18 Armstrong Lane into 2
lots.The property would be more in character with the neighborhood with a single
house.
There are considerable drainage problems to consider especially if the houses are
developed by blasting into bedrock to create a large basement. Further I do not think
that additional soil should be added to circumvent building codes on the property as
that would cause additional drainage considerations.
It would certainly make more sense to put the OPEN SPACE between the 2 lots so
that it could be enjoyed and maintained by both properties. With the open space
between the houses in would be in keeping with the character of the street. All of the
other houses on Armstrong Lane have considerable open space between homes.
Further, no one on the street wants to look at an overgrown unkept lot and the corner
of Armstrong and Long View.
It should also be noted that there is no provision for drainage on Armstrong, Long
View or Gilliam. Gilliam Lane already has issues with the runoff from Armstrong
Lane.
Barbara Dixon Jackson
19 Armstrong Lane
Riverside, CT 06878

On Jun 29, 2020, at 3:13 PM, Alexander Jackson <aejackson@gmail.com> wrote:
As a homeowner at 33 Gilliam Lane, I would like to strongly object to the division of
the property at 18 Armstrong Lane into 2 lots. My property is 2 houses away from 18
Armstrong Lane.
The owner and developer needs a variance to do this and it should not be
granted. Their sole reason they are asking for this variance is to make money. The
town has a zoning code to preserve open space and this developer wants to skirt
that law solely for their economic gain.
There are considerable drainage problems to consider especially if the houses are
developed by blasting into bedrock to create a large basement. Further I do not think
that additional soil should be added to circumvent building codes on the property as
that would cause additional drainage considerations.
It should also be noted that there is no provision for drainage on Armstrong, Long
View or Gilliam. Gilliam Lane already has serious issues with the runoff from
Armstrong Lane.
There is a reason the town of Greenwich has a Zoning Code. You should enforce it
and not grant any variance in this case.
Sincerely,
Alexander Edward Jackson
33 Gilliam Lane
Riverside, CT 06878

From: Morgan, Jeff
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 6:21 PM
To: 'Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org' <Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org>
Subject: 19 Armstrong Lane, Riverside
Dear Planning and Zoning Commission,
I live at 27 Gilliam Lane in Riverside. Part of my property is across the street from the
proposed development at 19 Armstrong Lane.
It is of significant concern to me that the Commission would agree to shoehorn two lots
where the Commission’s own regulations would normally not allow. If such significant
exceptions to the set-aside rules are allowed, why not make actual rules that everyone has to
live with? My neighbor, Albert Laverge, has pointed out significant discrepancies in the
arithmetic which potentially make the requested accommodations even more egregious. I
hope the “real numbers” will be the basis for your consideration.
You have also heard from others about potential drainage issues of the subdivision. For the
record, there are already issues on Longview Avenue at times of heavy rain. Why adopt a
plan that would potentially make it worse when it isn’t as of right?
I understand from my neighbors that there is an offer from a buyer who would build one
house along with a consortium of neighbors to make the seller more or less whole. Why
wouldn’t that be an easier, better, faster answer for all parties?
Thank you,
Jeffrey Morgan

From: David Eisenberg <daveeiz@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jun 30, 2020 at 8:48 AM
Subject: 18 Armstrong Lane / Henry C. Vanburen Estate Et Al.; application PLPZ 2020
00048
To: Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org <Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org>
CC: ICE Jaime Eisenberg <jaime.eisenberg@puma.com>
Dear Ms. Dygert,
We are writing with respect to the above referenced matter.
We are residents at 20 Gilliam Ln, Riverside, CT which is located a few hundred yards from
18 Armstrong, and would be impacted by the proposed subdivision of the property as a result
of excess water run off, higher traffic, tree clearing and higher density homes / smaller lot
sizes which is non-conforming with the neighborhood standards. In addition, it appears that
there are serious and material errors in the open space calculations and existing condition
claims contained in the formal submission. The errors themselves require further
investigation. In addition, the inaccuracies in the submission itself highlight a broader
concern about the builders’ experience, ability and intent to adhere to all relevant zoning
guidelines.
We strongly recommend that further independent study Is required to understand the impact
that would be caused by subdividing the existing lot. Overall, we strongly oppose the request
to subdivide the property located at 18 Armstrong.
Very truly yours,
David and Jaime Eisenberg
20 Gilliam Ln, Riverside, CT 06878

From: gregg wysocki <gregg.wysocki@gmail.com>
Date: June 29, 2020 at 4:10:07 PM EDT
To: bianca.dygert@greenwichct.com
Cc: Karen <ksutt001@mac.com>
Subject: 18 Armstrong Lane...
Hi there... we live at 6 Armstrong lane and we would also like to ensure that the lot on 18
Armstrong is kept to one lot to fit with the character of the neighborhood and reduce overall
car traffic. We have 4 children and are concerned about additional traffic as well as keeping
a proper open space between the homes.
Thank you...
Gregg Wysocki & Karen Sutton
GAW
860-916-2694

From: Sophie Koven <sophieckoven@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 8:25 AM
To: THOMAS MORRISSY <teeoemm@yahoo.com>
Cc: mtliew <mtliew@gmail.com>; James Read (jread@mmlcapital.com); <jread@mmlcapital.com>;
Invest (invest@lincolnshiremgmt.com) <invest@lincolnshiremgmt.com>; Barbara Bodick
<BBodick@mmlcapital.com>; Jennifer Burghardt <jburghardt@lincolnshiremgmt.com>; Linda
Delgado <delgadohome@yahoo.com>; Joanna Alpert <joanna.alpert@gmail.com>; O'Malley
<maomal@aol.com>; Nancy Maloney <nmaloney@optonline.net>; jbreid1@optonline.net; William
D. Watt <billdwatt@gmail.com>; etr2@ntrs.com; kimberly.treibick@gmail.com; ian@treibick.com;
est1851@aol.com; gilliam2737@aol.com; delgadohome00@gmail.com; aejackson@gmail.com;
janecaldwelljackson@gmail.com; hank2316@aol.com; rich.jimenez100@gmail.com;
gregg.clark@snet.net; danielle.clark@ey.com; susie.parkin@btopenworld.com; joan thakor
<joanthakor@gmail.com>; Barry Parkin <barry.parkin@effem.com>; Chris & Karen Clarke
<cjc1232@yahoo.com>; Valerie & Cooper <millvanfam4@gmail.com>; Laura Flores
<lrevans33@gmail.com>; Alessandra Okay <alessandra150@earthlink.net>;
jleisenberg1@gmail.com; daveeiz@gmail.com
Subject: P&Z Meeting 5PM tonight regarding subdivision of 18 Armstrong Lane

Dear neighbors,
We are writing to inform you that the P&Z is considering a developer’s application to
subdivide 18 Armstrong Lane. Currently the lot has one ranch house, the developer is
proposing two much larger homes. The letter below, from Albert Laverge who lives next
door to 18 Armstrong, does a nice job laying out the concerns of some of the people in the
neighborhood. Armstrong Lane is not part of the lane association, but the property in question
is adjacent to lane properties, and the flooding concerns raised in this letter may be shared by
others. If you would like to send an email with questions or concerns, please send it to Bianca
Dygert, Bianca.dygert@greenwichct.org. For anyone who would like to review the materials
or join the call, please follow this link: https://www.greenwichct.gov/1632/Virtual-PZCommission-Meetings. The case is Henry C. Vanburen Estate Et Al.; application PLPZ 2020
00048, for a Final Subdivision.

Best regards,
Sophie Koven and Nancy Maloney
Gilliam Lane Association

Albert & Kate Laverge
8 Armstrong Lane
Riverside, CT 06878
albert.laverge@egonzehnder.com
kate.laverge@gmail.com
Bianca Dygert
Katie DeLuca
Town of Greenwich
July 14, 2020
Re: Proposed subdivision of 18 Armstrong Lane
Following the submission of the revised proposal and requests re: 18 Armstrong Lane – the details of
which we were only notified yesterday afternoon (July 13 th) – we are writing to object to several aspects
of the new proposal, as well as to provide an addendum to our first letter dated July 30 th.
Before going into detail on each of the issues which we feel create significant problems for the
community, and either skirt the letter - or the spirit - of the regulations governing development and
land use in our town, I would like to ask the P&Z Board – Is this the highest and best use of this land?
We point to many reasons it is not.
“Highest and best use is the reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property
that is legally permissible, physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that
results in the highest value.”
Sec. 6-1(a)(7) of the Town of Greenwich Municipal Code states the zoning regulations shall be, amongst
other things, for the purpose of: “…Conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most
appropriate use of land throughout the town”.
In the Town of Greenwich, Plan of Conservation and Development, dated November 15, 2019, amongst
the Guiding Principles are: (1) Preserve our community character and sense of place; and
(4) Sustain and improve our natural environment and landscape.
And in the description of the “Strengths and Challenges” in the Executive Summary of the same Plan,
you highlight amongst other things the Strengths: Sense of Place; Unique Residential Neighborhoods;
Strong Focus on Conservation and Sustainability; and Beautiful Landscapes and General Visual Appeal.
Versus the Challenges: Ongoing Development Pressure, Loss of Community Character; Increased Traffic
Volume; Loss of Tree Canopy and Open Space Through Development…amongst others.
I.

PRESERVING THE CHARACTER OF THE COMMUNITY
Proposed lot size is significantly undersized for the neighbourhood. Armstrong Lane, Gilliam
Lane, Twin Lakes and Jones Park south of Riverside Avenue together make up a neighbourhood
typified by lots with a median of 0.71 acres. Houses tend to be surrounded by grass and trees,
and set apart from one another. At 0.275 acres each, these two building lots would be by far the
smallest lots in the neighbourhood, by a significant amount. [see fig. 1 for comparisons of lot
sizes]
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o

These building lots would be far out of line with the character of the neighbourhood, and
would have a negative impact on all property values of the rest of the neighbourhood.
The other most recent subdivision in the area created 12 and 14 Long View, which stick
out as not in line with the character of the community, and especially 12 Long View
which has struggled to sell, having been on the market for more than a year, and has
now been pulled off and rented. This has been the case for a similar subdivisions in
Riverside on Hendrie. Those houses languished on the market for nearly 2 years, and
only sold recently in the midst of the pandemic with Riverside experiencing the strongest
real estate market since 2007. The houses still only sold at a discount of 20% and 25% of
list, which do not meet the criteria of a financially feasible development project.
According to several brokers consulted, people who want to buy in the area are looking
for single homes on larger lots, and not in close proximity in a subdivision. And once
these lots are split, there is no going back and the character of the Lane and
neighbourhood will be irreparably changed.
Fig. 2 (imagine squeezing two houses onto one of these lots)
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o

While just at the absolute minimum requirement for zoning for R-12, the fact that 18
Armstrong is in R-12 rather than R-20 seems to be an anomaly, as the zoning juts out
awkwardly into R-20 rather than being in keeping with the natural neighbourhood south
of Riverside Avenue. [fig 3.]

o

It should also be noted that in order to attain this minimum threshold, the set aside for
Open Space will also be below the guideline of 15% (at 13.9%). We understand that this
is a guideline…but of the 33 subdivisions in Greenwich since 2015, 30 of 33 were at or
above 15%, and in only 3 cases exceptions seem to have been made (mostly because of
topography, on a river, etc). It seems that 15% is the norm rather than the exception, so
we would like to know what is so special about this proposal that an exception would be
made. (And, please note, according to the Greenwich Town tax filings [fig. 4], the Legal
Acreage is 0.6400, or 27,878.6sf, meaning to squeeze two 12,000 sf parcels that would
leave Open Space of only 3,878.6 or 13.9%). We would understand making an exception
if the lots were larger or each in keeping with the neighbourhood, but if struggling to
meet the minimum requirements, why the exceptional treatment?
[fig. 4]
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Much less Greenspace than all Surrounding Properties: the proposal, while technically just
above the minimum Greenspace requirement, is much lower than all the surrounding properties.
On Armstrong, the technical requirement is 55% of the square footage to be Greenspace. The
average on Armstrong is 83%, with the lowest other property currently being 76%. The current
Greenspace on 18 Armstrong is 85%...one of the greenest lots. The proposal to make two houses
work in that space, estimates taking it down to 64% greenspace…significantly out of line with the
neighbourhood.

[fig. 5]

Destruction of mature, large-caliper trees: To make two buildable lots work in this space,
several mature, large caliper trees will have to be destroyed. This will have significant impact on:
o water absorption on the property, and thus drainage and run-off issues
o loss of tree canopy and the main provider of shade on Armstrong Lane
The current proposal attempts to downplay the impact, claiming the loss of “just a few trees”.
The trees in question are at least two of the four most significant trees not only on the property,
but on the entire lane at 24 and 26 inches. Also, given the location of the other two significant
trees, and given that the test holes apparently found ledge at 6 feet (which is why the current
structure does not have a finished basement) and the fact the builder will necessarily have to
blast to dig out 12ft basements as in the plan, those other large-caliper trees are unlikely to
survive as well. We are conscious that the building of even a single house on the property will
have environmental impacts and might result in the loss of some (hopefully smaller) trees, but to
squeeze two houses on the property will require it.

[fig. 6]
Looking down Armstrong Lane, the
large tree on the right is one of the
two slated for destruction. See
scale vs. car parked on lower left.

It should be noted that every contiguous neighbour has voiced strong opposition to this
proposed subdivision. Every resident of Armstrong, Long View, and the collective Gilliam Lane
Association, as evidenced by the many letters voicing opposition and concern about issues
including drainage, destruction of mature trees, impact on property values, traffic and safety of
neighbourhood children. How can it be argued that P&Z is “preserving the Character of the
Community” if every resident of the neighbourhood is strongly against it.
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II. STRONG FOCUS ON CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABILITY
Drainage and run-off: The current proposal has significant impact on drainage and run-off to
other properties.
o The Proposal suggests diverting all the southerly and westerly run-off to the Southwest
corner of the lot, and by extension onto Long View, running onto Gilliam which will
empty directly into the Pond at Twin Lakes. This will likely have a significantly adverse
effect on the wetlands, marine life, animals and plant life.
o By diverting all the run-off to Southwest corner of the lot, and the thus into and through
the Open Space Parcel, it does not adhere to the purpose of that Open Space, which is
for “the communal use by the neighbourhood for casual recreation”, which will not be
the case if it becomes a de facto wetland.
o The Proposal also does not at all address the run-off along the East side of the property,
along Armstrong, where rainfall regularly sends run-off from 18 Armstrong straight down
the driveway to 14 Long View. This issue will only be exacerbated by destruction of the
large caliper trees on the East and Northeast portions of the property.

[Fig. 5, 6, 7]

Much less Greenspace than all other surrounding properties: addressed above.
Coastal Overlay Zone: The property clearly sits within the Coastal Overlay area [see fig. 8 below],
as defined in the Municipal code Sec. 6-111…yet in the Application for Review of Coastal Site
Plan, the Applicant states that there are “no coastal resources” and mark “NA” under every box
in Section C (the Assessment of the Suitability of the Project for the Proposed Site and the
Capability of the Resources to Accommodate the Proposed Use) and Section D (Evaluation of the
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Potential Beneficial and Adverse Impacts of the Project and Description of Proposed Methods to
Mitigate Adverse Effects). Considering the substantial water run-off issues which will affect many
of the properties within that Coastal Overlay area, particularly the direct flow from the property
into the pond at Twin Lakes and the contiguous Wetlands, we feel a more detailed evaluation is
required. Particularly as according to the Municipal Code, Sec. 6-111, “…the purposes of the zone
shall include the following:
(1) To insure that the development, preservation or use of the land and water resources of the
coastal area proceeds in a manner consistent with the capability of the land and water
resources to support such development, preservation or use without significantly disrupting
the natural environment;
(5) To limit the potential impact of coastal flooding and erosion patterns on coastal
development so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life and property, and to
reduce the necessity of public expenditure to protect future development from such
hazards.
[fig. 8]

SUMMARY
This subdivision does not, in our view, meet the standards of “Highest and Best Use” of the land as
pertains to the community.
The case for subdivision:
It barely meets the minimum in terms of
certain zoning requirements
It monetizes the property for the seller
(though we understand that there is
significant interest from other buyers, at the
same price, with the intent of building just
one family home)
As we understand the purpose, it allows the
builder to fund the construction of one
house for himself by splitting the lot and
selling the other property to raise the capital
necessary to pay for his house
6|Page

…and as a consequence
- A protracted sequential construction project
will seriously impact the quality of life for the
neighbourhood during the multi-year
construction period, and dramatically impact
home values for anyone hoping to sell
- Creates two significantly undersized
properties, totally out of character with the
rest of the neighbourhood
- Is an exception to the convention of a 15%
open space set-aside, with no good reason
given…setting the precedent for similar

-

-

-

subdivisions to ignore the necessity of a setaside
Will have significantly less greenspace than
all other homes in the neighbourhood
Will have a negative impact on home values
in the broader neighbourhood
Will destroy several large caliper trees, with
both environmental, community and
drainage impacts
Has the potential to create significant
drainage issues impacting more than a few
contiguous and non-contiguous properties
Will likely have negative impact to
downstream wetlands and coastal habitats
This precious resource is lost, irreparably

There are other options for this property which will have a greater benefit to the community, and even
the seller. If it is such a stretch for the applicant, we ask that the Board think of the Highest and Best
Use and deny a subdivision so that the property can be sold and developed as a single lot.
Many thanks,
Albert & Kate Laverge
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Clarke, Gayle
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

RISOLI <risoli@optonline.net>
Monday, July 13, 2020 2:58 PM
Anthony D'Andrea
Ian Treibick; O'Hanlan, Edward V.; Joseph
18 Armstrong Lane
HPSCANNER1539.pdf

Tony,
Thanks for your revised drawings. I think it's a helpful improvement towards protecting my clients. However,
I'm still a little concerned about the amount of groundwater that will exit the Cultecs given its proximity to
Treibick's property which has a steep drop and then a basement that is already experiencing some
problems. We can further reduce the amount of lateral groundwater movement by adding two curtain drains
the same length as the Cultecs and constructed in the same direction as the groundwater flow. I would
recommend they be four feet deep to make sure they are low enough to intercept the groundwater moving
laterally.
To make it easy to understand, I did some simple hand sketches on your plan that I am attaching. If you have
any questions or wish to discuss anything further, don't hesitate to contact me.
- Joe
Joseph F. Risoli
President
Joseph F. Risoli PE, LLC
Engineers-Planners-Surveyors
288 Valley Road
Cos Cob, CT 06807-1812
203-637-8036
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June 14, 2020
Dear Ian and Kimberly,
When you purchased your home in 2015 one of the key selling points was the privacy of the
property.
As your realtor, I have several concerns on the subdivision of the property directly behind you
all of which will have a substantial impact on the value of you home.
Privacy: When you purchased your property in 2015 one of the key selling points was
the privacy for your family. The home behind you was one single family home not
overlooking your property in spite of the fact the property behind is raised. The two new
homes will be closer to your property line and substantially higher than the current
home. You will loose your privacy which in turn will lower your property value,
Drainage: The second and very critical point is the drainage. While their plan looks good
on paper, our town has been experiencing many more intense rain storms over the past
years. I have seen drainage systems not able to handle the overflow. This will cause
damage to your property. In addition, their plan is to drain the property at 18 Armstrong
Lane over your property. Who is responsible for the maintenance of this drainage
system? It appears they are required to have an easement on your property for this
drain. This, in addition, will create questions for any potential buyer and impact the sale
of your property. Another question your neighbors on Gilliam might have is will the
water run off from your property affect your neighbors on Gilliam Lane. Not being an
expert, I do believe it might.
Failure to Sell: The town approved a similar subdivision on 27 Bayside Terrace in
Riverside. Two homes were constructed, 27 A and 27 B on ¾ of an acre. They tower over
their neighbors and have been on the market since April 2018. This ended up not being
the best use of this property for either the builder or the neighbors who have had
vacant houses until a recent rental of one.
Highest and Best Use: I truly believe to maintain the integrity of the neighborhood and
enhance the values of the neighboring properties the highest and best use of this
property would be a single family home.
Let me know how it goes.
Best Regards,
Frances
France
es Unrine
International Diamond Society/Certified Relo Specialist/ e-Pro
Coldwell Banker/Greenwich Fine Properties
66 Field Point Road, Greenwich, CT 06830
Cell: 203 918 2123

Tab 2

RYAN D. HOYLER
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
Main (860) 275-8200
Fax (860) 275-8299
rhoyler@rc.com
Direct (860) 275-8293

Via Electronic Mail
September 19, 2022
Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
101 Field Point Road
Greenwich, CT 06830
Re:

PLPZ 2022 00430 – Final Coastal Site Plan (Parcel “Y-R”)

Dear Chair Alban and Members of the Commission:
This firm represents Kimberly and Ian Treibick (“Treibick”) of 17 Gilliam Lane, and
Albert and Kate Laverge (“Laverge”) of 8 Armstrong Lane. This letter is written to express their
strong opposition to the coastal site plan application for Parcel “Y-R” (“Application”) at
property currently known as 18 Armstrong Lane (“Property”) recently submitted by 18
Armstrong Lane, LLC (“Applicant”). For the reasons described below, the Application should
be denied.
I.

Background

Treibick and Laverge own and reside at properties that abut, respectively, to the west and
north, the Property, which is at the corner of Armstrong Lane and Long View Avenue. The
Property is in the coastal boundary area and is therefore subject to the requirements of the
Coastal Area Management Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-90 et seq. (“CAM”). The surrounding
neighborhood consists of similarly slightly oversize lots distinguished by individual architecture
and home sitings, significant greenscape, mature trees, and a similar character. The division of
the Property, in contrast, creates two chiseled symmetrical lots, each materially smaller than any
other lot in the neighborhood, with almost identically-placed development envelopes and very
little greenspace per lot.

Planning & Zoning Commission
September 19, 2022
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II.

The Coastal Site Plan Applications Cannot be Approved because the Subdivision
Application must be Denied.

As explained in our separate letter dated September 16, 2022, the Subdivision
Application must be denied because the Applicant has failed to provide the information required
for a coastal subdivision application, which is listed below. Until this information is provided,
the Subdivision Application and both Coastal Site Plan Applications must be denied.
A coastal subdivision application must include the following
(1) A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on
and contiguous to the site.
(2) A description of the entire project with appropriate plans, indicating project
location, design, timing and methods of construction.
(3) An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use.
(4) An assessment of the suitability of the project for the proposed site.
(5) An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the project
and a description of proposed methods to mitigate adverse effects on coastal
resources.
(6) A demonstration that the adverse impacts of the proposed activity upon
coastal resources and future water dependent development activities are
acceptable.
(7) A demonstration that the proposed activity is consistent with the goals and
policies as enumerated in Section 22a-92 of the Connecticut General
Statutes.1
III.

Applicant Has Failed to Comply with the Requirements of CAM and the Coastal
Overlay Zone.
A.

1

CAM and the Coastal Overlay Zone

BZR § 6-111(c)C.

25681158-v2
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The property is in the Coastal Overlay Zone under § 6-111 of the BZR and is also within
the coastal boundary and therefore subject to the requirements of the Connecticut Coastal
Management Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 22a-90 et seq. (“CAM”). CAM requires coastal
municipalities such as Greenwich to undertake certain responsibilities “to manage uses in the
coastal boundary through existing municipal planning, zoning and other local regulatory
authorities” and “to manage coastal hazards so as to ensure that development proceeds in such a
manner that hazards to life and property are minimized[.]”2 In accordance with this mandate in
CAM, the Town amended the BZR to establish a Coastal Overlay Zone to “preserve and enhance
coastal resources[,]” as well as to:
Insure that the development, preservation or use of the land and water
resources of the coastal area proceeds in a manner consistent with the
capability of the land and water resources to support such development,
preservation or use without significantly disrupting the natural
environment; [and]
Limit the potential impact of coastal flooding and erosion patterns on
coastal development so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life
and property and to reduce the necessity of public expenditure to protect
future development from such hazards[.]3
Further, BZR § 6-111(c)A requires Coastal Site Plan review “for all projects and activities as
defined in Section 22a-105(b) of [CAM] fully or partially within the Coastal Overlay Zone.”
The overarching purpose of both CAM and the Coastal Overlay Zone is to ensure that
development within the CAM boundary proceeds in a manner to protect sensitive coastal
resources. An applicant must identify any coastal resources on or in the vicinity of the subject
property, the effect on CAM policies, and any adverse impacts to coastal resources (and any
efforts to mitigate adverse impacts). Applicant has utterly failed to do so.
B.

Coastal Site Plan Application Requirements

The BZR requires the following information for coastal site plans:
2

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-92(b)(1)(A), (b)(2)(F).

3

BZR § 6-111(a).
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(1) A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on
and contiguous to the site.
(2) A description of the entire project with appropriate plans, indicating project
location, design, timing and methods of construction.
(3) An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use.
(4) An assessment of the suitability of the project for the proposed site.
(5) An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the project
and a description of proposed methods to mitigate adverse effects on coastal
resources.
(6) A demonstration that the adverse impacts of the proposed activity upon
coastal resources and future water dependent development activities are
acceptable.
(7) A demonstration that the proposed activity is consistent with the goals and
policies as enumerated in Section 22a-92 of the Connecticut General
Statutes.4
The Coastal Site Plan application form also requires that the following information be
provided:
• “Identify any and all coastal use policies (in Section 22a-92(10)(b)(1) of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act) applicable to the proposed project;”
• “Identify an[y] and all coastal resource policies (in Section 22a-92(10(b)(2) of
Connecticut Coastal Management Act) applicable to the proposed project;” and
• “Describe how the proposed project is consistent with all of the coastal policies
identified in C(1) and (2) above (i.e. describe the extent to which the project
complies or conflicts with each policy). Note: If a project conflicts with any policy,
the project should be modified to reduce or eliminate the conflict.”

4

Id. § 6-111(c)C.
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In addition, Section 22a-105(c) of the General Statutes requires the submission of a “plan
showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on and contiguous to the site,”
among other things.
By the plain language of CAM and BZR Section 6-111, the above-listed information is
required for an application to qualify as a coastal site plan. In the absence of such information,
as is the case here, the application is incomplete and must be denied.
C.

Applicant Has Failed to Submit the Required Information

It is Applicant’s duty to provide the information required by CAM and demonstrate that
the proposed activity is consistent with CAM goals and policies; it is not the duty of opposing
neighbors to answer the questions on the application forms, or to address the factors listed under
CAM. As part of a complete application, the applicant must identify coastal resources and
consider and discuss potential adverse impacts of the proposed development on such resources.
While it has been conceded that the Property lies in the coastal zone, Applicant has not provided
any of the information required by CAM, claiming no need to do so. For example, Applicant
contends that “[t]here are no coastal resources on or proximate to the site. Thus, no plan has
been provided.” Yet, there are coastal resources proximate to the site: nearby ponds are tidal in
nature and connected to the Mianus River, which in turn discharges to the Long Island Sound.
Applicant must provide information enabling all the factors listed in CAM to be
addressed, even if the answers on a superficial level may seem to be negative. One of the
purposes of CAM is to treat the coastal zone differently from non-coastal zone areas, to see
especially if further development/redevelopment would be detrimental for a variety of reasons
beyond what is involved in a classic site plan outside the coastal area.
Applicant relies on its civil engineer to discuss coastal resources, who states that there are
no coastal resources on or proximate to the site, and for that reason no such plan has been
provided. There is no indication that Applicant has submitted information from anyone qualified
to speak to coastal resources, and there is no exemption from providing the statutorily-required
plan.5 While it appears that the Applicant has retained Environmental Land Solutions to
“confirm that the proposed development of the property will not have any adverse impact on

5

See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-105(c) and BZR § 6-111(c)C.
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coastal resources,”6 no such report from Environmental Land Solutions appears to have been
submitted by the Applicant to the Commission for review. Again, it is Applicant’s burden to
provide the Commission with this information.
Further, based on the inaccurate conclusion that there are no coastal resources on or
proximate to the Property, Applicant claims that there are no coastal use policies applicable to
the proposal. This is wrong. Project development may impact coastal resources beyond the
project site or adjoining sites. For example, Section 22a-92(10)(b)(2) states the following
policies:
• To preserve tidal wetlands and to prevent the despoliation and destruction thereof
in order to maintain their natural functions (E); and
• To manage coastal hazard areas so as to ensure that development proceeds in such
a manner that hazards to life and property are minimized and to promote
nonstructural solutions to flood and erosion problems except in those instances
where structural alternatives prove unavoidable and necessary to protect
commercial and residential structures (F).
In addition, Section 22a-92(a) notes the following goals and policies:
• To preserve and enhance coastal resources in accordance with the policies
established by chapters 439, 440, 446i, 446k, 447, 474 and 477 (2); and
• To consider in the planning process the potential impact of a rise in sea level, coastal
flooding and erosion patterns on coastal development so as to minimize damage to
and destruction of life and property and minimize the necessity of public
expenditure and shoreline armoring to protect future new development from such
hazards (5).
Applicant fails to address any of these clearly applicable policies.
Again, based on the erroneous contention that there are no coastal resources on or
contiguous to the site, Applicant concludes that there are no potential adverse impacts to coastal
6

Letter from John J. Heagney, Esq. to Patrick LaRow, dated August 1, 2022.
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resources. Again, Applicant is wrong. The Record clearly documents that there are existing
drainage problems associated with the roads within this neighborhood and with this Property, the
latter especially affecting Treibick’s property, downhill and to the west.
Indeed, the drainage issues have been acknowledged by staff, Mr. D’Andrea (Applicant’s
engineer), and nearly everyone in the neighborhood who has spoken out regarding Applicant’s
proposed development – none of them in favor – as the attached emails demonstrate. The below
photographs show brown water washing down the roads in a recent rainfall event, including
towards Twin Lakes, which leads to the Mianus River, a tidal wetland:

The development and its increased hardscape will undoubtedly have adverse effects on
coastal resources by increasing the burden on the already existing flood/drainage problems.
There is the risk that the brown water shown below, with sediment and erosion, will wash to the
Mianus River, a tidal resource, and harm coastal resources. Applicant has not addressed this
concern.
IV.

Drainage and Dimensional Considerations
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As previously demonstrated before the Commission, there are existing drainage problems
associated with the roads within this neighborhood and with this Property, the latter especially
affecting Treibick’s property, downhill and to the west. In the context of that proceeding, the
conditions were acknowledged by staff as well as by Mr. D’Andrea, Applicant’s engineer. At
one point, Applicant’s engineer admitted that his earlier attempts in connection with another site
to ameliorate the flooding conditions had been unsuccessful, and that nothing could be done to
improve the situation. Applicant’s engineer also stated that the drainage design for the Property
“ensures that the water flow will not increase,”7 suggesting that the drainage design simply
maintains existing conditions rather than addressing drainage issues caused by the Property.
Upon information and belief, approval of the coastal site plan will exacerbate existing drainage
issues.
It is also unclear whether the plans for Parcel Y-R comply with FAR requirements;
Applicant needs to provide FAR calculations.
V.

Conclusion

For any and all of the foregoing reasons, Treibick and Laverge respectfully urge the
Commission to deny the Application.
Very truly yours,
/s/ Ryan D. Hoyler
Ryan D. Hoyler
Attachment
Copy to: Bianca Dygert, Planner II, Town of Greenwich
Patrick LaRow, Deputy Director Planning and Zoning/Assistant Town Planner
John Heagney, Esq.

7

As stated on page 3 of the Drainage Summary Report prepared for 18 Armstrong Lane LLC, Revision 7, dated
June 28, 2022.
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RYAN D. HOYLER
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
Main (860) 275-8200
Fax (860) 275-8299
rhoyler@rc.com
Direct (860) 275-8293

Via Electronic Mail
September 19, 2022
Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
101 Field Point Road
Greenwich, CT 06830
Re:

PLPZ 2022 00430 – Final Coastal Site Plan (Parcel “X-R”)

Dear Chair Alban and Members of the Commission:
This firm represents Kimberly and Ian Treibick (“Treibick”) of 17 Gilliam Lane, and
Albert and Kate Laverge (“Laverge”) of 8 Armstrong Lane. This letter is written to express their
strong opposition to the coastal site plan application for Parcel “X-R” (“Application”) at
property currently known as 18 Armstrong Lane (“Property”) recently submitted by 18
Armstrong Lane, LLC (“Applicant”). For the reasons described below, the Application should
be denied.
I.

Background

Treibick and Laverge own and reside at properties that abut, respectively, to the west and
north, the Property, which is at the corner of Armstrong Lane and Long View Avenue. The
Property is in the coastal boundary area and is therefore subject to the requirements of the
Coastal Area Management Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-90 et seq. (“CAM”). The surrounding
neighborhood consists of similarly slightly oversize lots distinguished by individual architecture
and home sitings, significant greenscape, mature trees, and a similar character. The division of
the Property, in contrast, creates two chiseled symmetrical lots, each materially smaller than any
other lot in the neighborhood, with almost identically-placed development envelopes and very
little greenspace per lot.
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II.

The Coastal Site Plan Applications Cannot be Approved because the Subdivision
Application must be Denied.

As explained in our separate letter dated September 16, 2022, the Subdivision
Application must be denied because the Applicant has failed to provide the information required
for a coastal subdivision application, which is listed below. Until this information is provided,
the Subdivision Application and both Coastal Site Plan Applications must be denied.
A coastal subdivision application must include the following
(1) A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on
and contiguous to the site.
(2) A description of the entire project with appropriate plans, indicating project
location, design, timing and methods of construction.
(3) An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use.
(4) An assessment of the suitability of the project for the proposed site.
(5) An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the project
and a description of proposed methods to mitigate adverse effects on coastal
resources.
(6) A demonstration that the adverse impacts of the proposed activity upon
coastal resources and future water dependent development activities are
acceptable.
(7) A demonstration that the proposed activity is consistent with the goals and
policies as enumerated in Section 22a-92 of the Connecticut General
Statutes.1
III.

Applicant Has Failed to Comply with the Requirements of CAM and the Coastal
Overlay Zone.
A.

1

CAM and the Coastal Overlay Zone

BZR § 6-111(c)C.
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The property is in the Coastal Overlay Zone under § 6-111 of the BZR and is also within
the coastal boundary and therefore subject to the requirements of the Connecticut Coastal
Management Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 22a-90 et seq. (“CAM”). CAM requires coastal
municipalities such as Greenwich to undertake certain responsibilities “to manage uses in the
coastal boundary through existing municipal planning, zoning and other local regulatory
authorities” and “to manage coastal hazards so as to ensure that development proceeds in such a
manner that hazards to life and property are minimized[.]”2 In accordance with this mandate in
CAM, the Town amended the BZR to establish a Coastal Overlay Zone to “preserve and enhance
coastal resources[,]” as well as to:
Insure that the development, preservation or use of the land and water
resources of the coastal area proceeds in a manner consistent with the
capability of the land and water resources to support such development,
preservation or use without significantly disrupting the natural
environment; [and]
Limit the potential impact of coastal flooding and erosion patterns on
coastal development so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life
and property and to reduce the necessity of public expenditure to protect
future development from such hazards[.]3
Further, BZR § 6-111(c)A requires Coastal Site Plan review “for all projects and activities as
defined in Section 22a-105(b) of [CAM] fully or partially within the Coastal Overlay Zone.”
The overarching purpose of both CAM and the Coastal Overlay Zone is to ensure that
development within the CAM boundary proceeds in a manner to protect sensitive coastal
resources. An applicant must identify any coastal resources on or in the vicinity of the subject
property, the effect on CAM policies, and any adverse impacts to coastal resources (and any
efforts to mitigate adverse impacts). Applicant has utterly failed to do so.
B.

Coastal Site Plan Application Requirements

The BZR requires the following information for coastal site plans:
2

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-92(b)(1)(A), (b)(2)(F).

3

BZR § 6-111(a).
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(1) A plan showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on
and contiguous to the site.
(2) A description of the entire project with appropriate plans, indicating project
location, design, timing and methods of construction.
(3) An assessment of the capability of the resources to accommodate the
proposed use.
(4) An assessment of the suitability of the project for the proposed site.
(5) An evaluation of the potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the project
and a description of proposed methods to mitigate adverse effects on coastal
resources.
(6) A demonstration that the adverse impacts of the proposed activity upon
coastal resources and future water dependent development activities are
acceptable.
(7) A demonstration that the proposed activity is consistent with the goals and
policies as enumerated in Section 22a-92 of the Connecticut General
Statutes.4
The Coastal Site Plan application form also requires that the following information be
provided:
• “Identify any and all coastal use policies (in Section 22a-92(10)(b)(1) of the
Connecticut Coastal Management Act) applicable to the proposed project;”
• “Identify an[y] and all coastal resource policies (in Section 22a-92(10(b)(2) of
Connecticut Coastal Management Act) applicable to the proposed project;” and
• “Describe how the proposed project is consistent with all of the coastal policies
identified in C(1) and (2) above (i.e. describe the extent to which the project
complies or conflicts with each policy). Note: If a project conflicts with any policy,
the project should be modified to reduce or eliminate the conflict.”

4

Id. § 6-111(c)C.
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In addition, Section 22a-105(c) of the General Statutes requires the submission of a “plan
showing the location and spatial relationship of coastal resources on and contiguous to the site,”
among other things.
By the plain language of CAM and BZR Section 6-111, the above-listed information is
required for an application to qualify as a coastal site plan. In the absence of such information,
as is the case here, the application is incomplete and must be denied.
C.

Applicant Has Failed to Submit the Required Information

It is Applicant’s duty to provide the information required by CAM and demonstrate that
the proposed activity is consistent with CAM goals and policies; it is not the duty of opposing
neighbors to answer the questions on the application forms, or to address the factors listed under
CAM. As part of a complete application, the applicant must identify coastal resources and
consider and discuss potential adverse impacts of the proposed development on such resources.
While it has been conceded that the Property lies in the coastal zone, Applicant has not provided
any of the information required by CAM, claiming no need to do so. For example, Applicant
contends that “[t]here are no coastal resources on or proximate to the site. Thus, no plan has
been provided.” Yet, there are coastal resources proximate to the site: nearby ponds are tidal in
nature and connected to the Mianus River, which in turn discharges to the Long Island Sound.
Applicant must provide information enabling all the factors listed in CAM to be
addressed, even if the answers on a superficial level may seem to be negative. One of the
purposes of CAM is to treat the coastal zone differently from non-coastal zone areas, to see
especially if further development/redevelopment would be detrimental for a variety of reasons
beyond what is involved in a classic site plan outside the coastal area.
Applicant relies on its civil engineer to discuss coastal resources, who states that there are
no coastal resources on or proximate to the site, and for that reason no such plan has been
provided. There is no indication that Applicant has submitted information from anyone qualified
to speak to coastal resources, and there is no exemption from providing the statutorily-required
plan.5 While it appears that the Applicant has retained Environmental Land Solutions to
“confirm that the proposed development of the property will not have any adverse impact on

5

See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-105(c) and BZR § 6-111(c)C.

25680369-v3

Planning & Zoning Commission
September 19, 2022
Page 6

coastal resources,”6 no such report from Environmental Land Solutions appears to have been
submitted by the Applicant to the Commission for review. Again, it is Applicant’s burden to
provide the Commission with this information.
Further, based on the inaccurate conclusion that there are no coastal resources on or
proximate to the Property, Applicant claims that there are no coastal use policies applicable to
the proposal. This is wrong. Project development may impact coastal resources beyond the
project site or adjoining sites. For example, Section 22a-92(10)(b)(2) states the following
policies:
• To preserve tidal wetlands and to prevent the despoliation and destruction thereof
in order to maintain their natural functions (E); and
• To manage coastal hazard areas so as to ensure that development proceeds in such
a manner that hazards to life and property are minimized and to promote
nonstructural solutions to flood and erosion problems except in those instances
where structural alternatives prove unavoidable and necessary to protect
commercial and residential structures (F).
In addition, Section 22a-92(a) notes the following goals and policies:
• To preserve and enhance coastal resources in accordance with the policies
established by chapters 439, 440, 446i, 446k, 447, 474 and 477 (2); and
• To consider in the planning process the potential impact of a rise in sea level, coastal
flooding and erosion patterns on coastal development so as to minimize damage to
and destruction of life and property and minimize the necessity of public
expenditure and shoreline armoring to protect future new development from such
hazards (5).
Applicant fails to address any of these clearly applicable policies.
Again, based on the erroneous contention that there are no coastal resources on or
contiguous to the site, Applicant concludes that there are no potential adverse impacts to coastal
6

Letter from John J. Heagney, Esq. to Patrick LaRow, dated August 1, 2022.
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resources. Again, Applicant is wrong. The Record clearly documents that there are existing
drainage problems associated with the roads within this neighborhood and with this Property, the
latter especially affecting Treibick’s property, downhill and to the west.
Indeed, the drainage issues have been acknowledged by staff, Mr. D’Andrea (Applicant’s
engineer), and nearly everyone in the neighborhood who has spoken out regarding Applicant’s
proposed development – none of them in favor – as the attached emails demonstrate. The below
photographs show brown water washing down the roads in a recent rainfall event, including
towards Twin Lakes, which leads to the Mianus River, a tidal wetland:

The development and its increased hardscape will undoubtedly have adverse effects on
coastal resources by increasing the burden on the already existing flood/drainage problems.
There is the risk that the brown water shown below, with sediment and erosion, will wash to the
Mianus River, a tidal resource, and harm coastal resources. Applicant has not addressed this
concern.
IV.

Drainage and Dimensional Considerations
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As previously demonstrated before the Commission, there are existing drainage problems
associated with the roads within this neighborhood and with this Property, the latter especially
affecting Treibick’s property, downhill and to the west. In the context of that proceeding, the
conditions were acknowledged by staff as well as by Mr. D’Andrea, Applicant’s engineer. At
one point, Applicant’s engineer admitted that his earlier attempts in connection with another site
to ameliorate the flooding conditions had been unsuccessful, and that nothing could be done to
improve the situation. Applicant’s engineer also stated that the drainage design for the Property
“ensures that the water flow will not increase,”7 suggesting that the drainage design simply
maintains existing conditions rather than addressing drainage issues caused by the Property.
Upon information and belief, approval of the coastal site plan will exacerbate existing drainage
issues.
It is also unclear whether the plans for Parcel X-R comply with FAR requirements;
Applicant needs to provide FAR calculations.
V.

Conclusion

For any and all of the foregoing reasons, Treibick and Laverge respectfully urge the
Commission to deny the Application.
Very truly yours,
/s/ Ryan D. Hoyler
Ryan D. Hoyler
Attachment
Copy to: Bianca Dygert, Planner II, Town of Greenwich
Patrick LaRow, Deputy Director Planning and Zoning/Assistant Town Planner
John Heagney, Esq.

7

As stated on page 3 of the Drainage Summary Report prepared for 18 Armstrong Lane LLC, Revision 7, dated
June 28, 2022.
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RYAN D. HOYLER
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, CT 06103-3597
Main (860) 275-8200
Fax (860) 275-8299
rhoyler@rc.com
Direct (860) 275-8293

September 19, 2022
Planning & Zoning Commission
Town of Greenwich
101 Field Point Road
Greenwich, CT 06830
Re:
Applications by 18 Armstrong Lane, LLC: PLPZ 2022 00394; PLPZ 2022 00430;
and PLPZ 2022 00431
Dear Chair Alban and Members of the Commission:
This firm represents Kimberly and Ian Treibick (“Treibick”) of 17 Gilliam Lane, and
Albert and Kate Laverge (“Laverge”) of 8 Armstrong Lane. As noted in the other letters
included with this package, our clients strongly oppose the subdivision and coastal site plan
applications (“Applications”) at the property currently known as 18 Armstrong Lane
(“Property”) recently submitted by 18 Armstrong Lane, LLC (“Applicant”).
During a recent discussion with town staff regarding procedures for the Planning and
Zoning Commission (“Commission”) meeting on September 20, 2022, it was mentioned that the
Commission may hear all three applications at the same time, though noting the subdivision
would need to be decided first. Treibick and Laverge object to any combination of the
subdivision application with the site plan application. The Commission should hear and decide
upon the subdivision and site plan applications separately for the reasons stated below.
First, the subdivision application and the site plan applications are separate applications.
The records for these two applications must be kept separate and this is how the Commission has
handled it in the past.1 Additionally, the Applications are before the Commission in different
capacities: the subdivision application is before the Commission in its planning capacity,2 while
the site plan applications are before the Commission in its zoning capacity.3

1

See, e.g., River Bend Assocs., Inc. v. Zoning Com’n of Town of Simsbury, 271 Conn. 1 (2004) (appealing site plan
denial) and River Bend Assocs., Inc. v. Planning Commission, 271 Conn. 41 (2004) (appealing subdivision denial).
2
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 8-25(a).
3
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 8-3(g)(1).
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Further, the subdivision application must be decided first and the decision on the
subdivision application may be dispositive on the site plan applications. For example, if the
subdivision application is denied, the site plan application must be denied as well.4
Finally, while many of our client’s objections to the Applications are similar, there are
separate and distinct objections to the subdivision application, as noted in the letter addressing
the same. These objections must be kept separate and distinct from our client’s objections to the
site plan applications, and we fear that the combination of the Applications into a single
presentation and discussion will confuse the distinct issues with the separate applications.
Therefore, the subdivision application, and our client’s objections to it, should be heard prior to
and separately from the Commission hearing the site plan applications.
Sincerely,
/s/ Ryan D. Hoyler
Ryan D. Hoyler

4

See River Bend, supra, 271 Conn. at 19 (“if the planning commission had denied the subdivision application before
the zoning commission rendered its decision on the site plan, the denial would have constituted a valid reason for
denying the site plan application.”).
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Date: June 16, 2022
Mr. Evan Seeman, Esq.
Robinson & Cole, LLP
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103
Re: Parcels X-R and Y-R, 18 Armstrong Lane, Riverside, CT
Dear Mr Seeman,
I have reviewed the information provided by the applicant regarding the presence of Coastal
Resources and have visited the neighborhood.
Although the applicant correctly states that there are “no coastal resources proximate/contiguous
to the site” it should be noted that there is a tidal pond located south of Twin Lakes Drive,
roughly 900 feet south of the site.
Under existing conditions, during storm events, there is a direct surficial connection between the
site and the tidal resources. Runoff during storm events flows westerly down Long View
Avenue, then southerly down Gilliam Lane and Twin Lakes Lane, and then into the tidal pond.
Any additional runoff and nonpoint pollutants generated from this proposed development which
leaves the site will similarly end up in this tidal pond.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Steven Danzer Ph.D.

•
•

Soil Scientist – Certified Nationally by the Soil Science Society of America (#353463).
– Registered with the Society of Soil Scientists of Southern New England.
Senior Professional Wetland Scientist - PWS #1321, Society of Wetland Scientists.
Arborist - CT DEEP License S-5639; ISA Certified NE-7409A.

•

Ph.D. - Renewable Natural Resource Studies.

•

Tab 6

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

September 16, 2022
Mr. Evan Seeman, Esq.
Robinson & Cole, LLP
280 Trumbull Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06103
Re:

Parcels “X-R” and “Y-R”
18 Armstrong Lane
Greenwich, Connecticut

Dear Mr. Seeman,
At your request on the behalf of the adjacent property owners, I have performed a thirdparty civil engineering of the stormwater management system and erosion control plan for this
project.
Documents Reviewed:
1. Plan set for Parcel “X-R” (8 sheets) by Rocco V. D’Andrea, Inc., revised to 6/28/22
2. Plan set for Parcel “Y-R” (8 sheets) by Rocco V. D’Andrea, Inc., revised to 6/28/22
3. Drainage Summary Report for 18 Armstrong Lane, revised to 6/28/22.
Executive Summary:
1. Some of the proposed stormwater management systems are not in compliance with the
Town of Greenwich Drainage Manual as the systems do not provide the required twofoot vertical separation from the bottom of the practice to a restrictive soil condition.
2. As there is no treatment of the runoff being provided within the various stormwater
practices, this will result in the discharge of non-point source pollutants to the soil below
where it has not been confirmed by technical analysis that treatment will occur, thus nonpoint source pollutants will be discharged into the shallow groundwater on the site.
3. It has not been demonstrated by appropriate hydrologic analysis that all the proposed
stormwater infiltrative practices will infiltrate runoff from 24-hour rainfall events. Based
upon my forty years of experience in the land development field and over twenty years of
expertise in the field of Low Impact Development, it is my professional opinion that the
systems as proposed will not infiltrate runoff, resulting in the discharge of runoff on the

Armstrong Lane and Long View Avenue which will worsen the flooding already
experienced in the neighborhood.
4. There is no treatment of runoff by any of the proposed practices and instead the design
depends upon the native soils to provide reduction of non-point source pollutant loads
which is not appropriate as the runoff which is directed to the native soils needs to
cleaner before entering the native soils.
5. The design of the LID practices does not provide any reduction of non-point source
pollutant loads.
6. The stormwater management system proposed for this site is not LID but would be
“Green Washing” as the site looks green but is not LID in any shape or form. There is
an over reliance on the use of structural drainage components.
Parcel “X-R” Stormwater Management (Site Plans & Drainage Summary):
1. The applicant proposes three stormwater management systems for this site, System A is
an underground Cultec System; System B is a permeable paver system; and System C is
another underground Cultec System.
2. Comments on System A:
a) This is a six-unit Cultec system with the bottom of the stone layer set at 50.0’
which is three feet below existing grade. According to test pit TP #1-27-1, a
layer of Dark Grey Clay was found at 36” below the ground surface. Therefore,
the bottom of the stone layer is located at the top of the clay layer, thus the twofoot vertical separation from the bottom of an infiltration practice to a restrictive
layer per the Town of Greenwich Manual has not been met.
b) The invert of the three-inch orifice at the junction box is set at 52.75’, which is at
the top of the Cultec system which could prevent any water from ever discharging
from System A to Level Spreader LS #1. If System A is full to 52.75’, and
additional runoff is trying to enter the system which is already full, then there will
a lack of stormwater detention and potentially increased outflows to the level
spreader. It could also create a backup to yard drain YD #1 and the drainage pipe
from the stone trench as shown on the plan.
c) In Appendix G of the Drainage Summary, a borehole infiltration test was
performed at TP 1-27-1 approximately six inches into the clay layer with an
observed infiltration rate of 11.3”/hour. This is a contradiction as a clay layer
would typically have an infiltration rate of less than 0.3”/hour.
d) While a Borehole Infiltration is one of several types of tests allowed by the Town
of Greenwich Manual, it is not the most accurate test as you have column of water
above the circular cross section at the bottom of the borehole pipe. Water moving
from the borehole into the soil can move both vertically and horizontally within
the soil layer, thus overestimating the vertical permeability rate of the soil. It is
my professional engineering opinion that the observed infiltration rate is not valid
for the soil condition found in the test pit.
e) In Appendix C of the Drainage Summary, it is stated that the Cultec 330 XLHD
units will provide a TSS reduction of 90%. However, page 78 of the Greenwich
Drainage Manual states the following: “90% provided they are combined with
one or more pretreatment BMPs prior to infiltration”. There is no pretreatment

provided for the roof runoff which is directed to System A as roof runoff will
have organic material in it that will cause clogging of the bottom of an infiltration
practice.
f) No Groundwater Mounding Analysis (Section 1.3.4 of the Greenwich Manual)
has been done for System A; thus, system A is not in compliance with the
Greenwich Manual.
3. Comments on System B:
a) This system is a permeable paver system with an underdrain. The invert of the
underdrain is located 0.3’ above the bottom of the stone layer. According to TP
1-27-5, a layer of compacted sand with misc. rock was encountered at a depth of
thirty-six-inches. It is unclear what the level of compaction of this layer is as
compaction can be light to very dense. The degree of compaction needs to be
better defined by the applicant as this would affect the infiltrative capacity.
b) The bottom of the stone layer is to be set at 54.2’ which is only 0.2’ above the
compacted sand layer with misc. rock. Depending upon the density of the
compacted sand layer, the vertical two-foot separation to a restrictive soil layer
per the Greenwich Manual may not be met.
c) At the two-foot vertical separation to bedrock is barely met at 2.03’ according to
the soil log for TP 1-27-5, no test pit has been dug on the northern side of System
B where the ground elevation is 59’ and might have a shallower depth of ledge.
d) The invert of the pipe from the underdrain enters the junction box JB #1 at
elevation of 55.0’ which is 0.5’ higher than the invert of the underdrain (54.5’)
which can cause saturation of the stone layer.
e) Additionally, the outlet pipe from JB #1 is set at elevation 56.75’ which will cause
additional saturation of the stone layers under the permeable pavers.
f) Roof drains are directed through perforated PVC pipe to the stone layer under the
pavers. As noted above under System A comments, roof runoff can contain
organic debris and small particles from the asphalt shingles. As there is no
system to remove this material from reaching the stone layer, it can result in
clogging of the stone layer or the surface of the underlying sand layer which will
result in the system not functioning as intended.
g) In Appendix C of the Drainage Summary, it is stated that a permeable paver
system will provide a TSS reduction of 90%. This is incorrect as no sand should
ever be used on a permeable paver system as it will clog the pea gravel layers
between the paving stones and thus prevent any runoff from entering the system.
h) The use of a 30-mil impermeable liner between the permeable pavers and the
garage slab tells me that the applicant does not believe that runoff directed to the
permeable paver system will infiltrate into the underlying soils and thus could
cause a hydrostatic load against the building foundation.
4. Comments on System C:
a) There is no test pit around System C so the soil log from TP 1-27-1 is used for the
analysis of System C. Like System A, the layer of Dark Grey Clay was found at
36” below the ground surface. Therefore, the bottom of the stone layer is located
at the top of the clay layer, thus the two-foot vertical separation from the bottom

of an infiltration practice to a restrictive layer per the Town of Greenwich Manual
has not been met.
b) System C is proposed for the footing drains of the proposed residence. It is
impossible to determine a flow rate associated with footing drains, so how does
the applicant know that a single Cultec 330 XLHD unit will be adequate for the
flow rate from the footing drains?
5. The Drawdown analyses found in Appendix C of the Drainage Summary is an overly
simplistic analysis. It assumes that the system is full with no additional runoff
continuing to enter the system. It assumes a uniform infiltration rate and not 50% of the
infiltration rate to provide a factor of safety. While this is the process required by the
Greenwich Manual, it does not prove that actual runoff volumes from a rainfall event will
infiltrate into the native soils. The proper methodology to determine the sizing and
functionality of an infiltration practice is using a hydrologic model and 24-hour rainfall
events for the required design storms.
6. It is my professional engineering opinion that the proposed stormwater systems for Parcel
“X-R” will not reduce runoff volumes and thus the increase in runoff volume will cause
increased frequency and duration of flooding in the area depending upon the size of a
rainfall event.
7. What are shown as Level Spreaders are simply trenches filled with crushed stone. The
detail shows a thirty-inch-deep layer of #2 stone with a top layer of pea gravel (3/8”
stone). It is has not been demonstrated that water will infiltrate through the bottom of the
level spreader. If the intent is to allow the trench to fill up and then flow out to the top of
the pea gravel layer and then overflow onto the ground, this will not happen as overland
flow. Water will always seek its own level and will find the one area of stone/soil
interface which is the lowest point and flow out of that point only. It will not be
overland flow but will be concentrated flow.
8. A curtain drain is shown between Level Spreader, LS #1, and the Halsey property line.
The invert of the outlet pipe is set at 50.25’ and the outlet pipe heads in a southerly
direction toward the rear area of Parcel “Y-R”, however these conflicts with the
information shown on the plans for Parcel “Y-R”. On the site plans for Parcel “Y-R”, the
pipe from the curtain drain on “X-R” goes to a curtain drain which is partially located on
“Y-R” and the proposed open space. The invert of the pipe for this curtain drain is 50.5’,
which is 0.25’ higher than the outlet pipe for the curtain drain on “X-R”, so if the intent
of the curtain drain on “X-R” to drain to the one on “Y-R”, it will not happen as water
does not run uphill. What is the intended purpose of the curtain drains?
9. While the Greenwich Manual only requires an assessment of TSS, other pollutants
particularly metals and hydrocarbons form vehicles are also a concern when infiltrative
practices with no actual treatment are used as this will result in the discharge of metals
and hydrocarbons into the shallow groundwater on the site.
Comments on Erosion Control Plan – Parcel “X-R”:
10. Siltation fence barriers are shown perpendicular to contour lines which is not correct as
siltation fence barriers in this configuration will allow for runoff to flow as concentrated
flow along the face of the barrier even on a flat slope.

11. It is noted on the erosion control plan that the existing contours were transcribed from the
Town of Greenwich GIS. Were the existing contours verified by field survey to confirm
their accuracy?
Parcel “Y-R” Stormwater Management (Site Plans & Drainage Summary):
12. The applicant proposes three stormwater management systems for this site, System A is
an underground Cultec System; System B is a permeable paver system; and System C is
another underground Cultec System.
13. Comments on System A:
a) This is a six-unit Cultec system with the bottom of the stone layer set at 51.5’
which is approximately 2.5’ below existing grade. It appears based upon the soil
log for TP 1-27-2, that there is a two-foot vertical separation to a restrictive soil
layer.
b) The invert of the three-inch orifice at the junction box is set at 52.75’, which is
1.25’ below the top of the Cultec system. If infiltration does not occur or the
bottom of the system gets clogged, this will lead to System A being potentially
mostly full of water and not having available storage for future storm events.
c) If System A is full to 52.75’, and additional runoff is trying to enter the system, it
will not be able to and will create a backup to yard drain YD #3 and the drainage
pipe from the roof drains as shown on the plan.
d) In Appendix G of the Drainage Summary, a borehole infiltration test was
performed at TP 1-27-2 approximately six inches into the sand layer with an
observed infiltration rate of 11.9”/hour. The soil log for this test pit simply calls
out ‘light brown sand’, it does not make a distinction as to the coarseness of the
sand. Very coarse sand will have an infiltration like the reported result; however,
a fine sand will have a much slower infiltration as there is less void space between
the sand particles. The coarseness of the sand needs to be determined by the
applicant.
e) While a Borehole Infiltration is one of several types of tests allowed by the Town
of Greenwich Manual, it is not the most accurate test as you have column of water
above the circular cross section at the bottom of the borehole pipe. Water moving
from the borehole into the soil can move both vertically and horizontally within
the soil layer, thus overestimating the vertical permeability rate of the soil. It is
my professional engineering opinion that the observed infiltration rate is not valid
for the soil condition found in the test pit.
f) In Appendix C of the Drainage Summary, it is stated that the Cultec 330 XLHD
units will provide a TSS reduction of 90%. However, page 78 of the Greenwich
Drainage Manual states the following: “90% provided they are combined with
one or more pretreatment BMPs prior to infiltration”. There is no pretreatment
provided for the roof runoff which is directed to System A as roof runoff will
have organic material in it that will cause clogging of the bottom of an infiltration
practice.
g) No Groundwater Mounding Analysis (Section 1.3.4 of the Greenwich Manual)
has been done for System A; thus, system A is not in compliance with the
Greenwich Manual.

14. Comments on System B:
a) This system is a permeable paver system with an underdrain. The bottom of the
stone layer is proposed at elevation 52.5’. According to the soil log for TP 1-274, ledge was encountered at a depth of sixty-inches, and it appears that the
required vertical separation to a restrictive layer has been met but based upon
other test holes on this parcel as well as Parcel X-R, the depth of ledge is variable.
Additional soil testing should be done on the north side of the proposed driveway
to confirm the depth of ledge. According to TP 1-27-4, a layer of compacted sand
was encountered at a depth of thirty-six-inches. It is unclear what the level of
compaction of this layer is as compaction can be light to very dense. The degree
of compaction needs to be better defined by the applicant.
b) Roof drains are directed through perforated PVC pipe to the stone layer under the
pavers. As noted above roof runoff can contain organic debris and small particles
from the asphalt shingles. As there is not system to remove this material from
reaching the stone layer, it can result in clogging of the stone layer or the surface
of the underlying sand layer which will result in the system not functioning as
intended.
c) In Appendix C of the Drainage Summary, it is stated that a permeable paver
system will provide a TSS reduction of 90%. This is incorrect as no sand should
ever be used on a permeable paver system as it will clog the pea gravel layers
between the paving stones and thus prevent any runoff from entering the system.
d) The use of a 30-mil impermeable liner between the permeable pavers and the
garage slab tells me that the applicant does not believe that runoff directed to the
permeable paver system will infiltrate into the underlying soils and thus could
cause a hydrostatic load against the building foundation.
15. Comments on System C:
c) System C consists of two Cultec units with the bottom of the stone set at 51.0’.
According to the soil log for TP 1-27-3, ledge was encountered at a depth of
forty-two-inches (elevation equal to 49.5’), and it appears that the required
vertical separation to a restrictive layer has not been met.
d) Junction Box JB #6 calls out two pipes entering the junction box but only one is
shown on the site plan. Are there two pipes entering JB #6? Applicant needs to
clarify.
e) System C is proposed for the footing drains of the proposed residence. It is
impossible to determine a flow rate associated with footing drains, so how does
the applicant know that a single Cultec 330 XLHD unit will be adequate for the
flow rate from the footing drains?
16. The Drawdown analyses found in Appendix C of the Drainage Summary is an overly
simplistic analysis. It assumes that the system is full with no additional runoff
continuing to enter the system. It assumes a uniform infiltration rate and not 50% of the
infiltration rate to provide a factor of safety. While this is the process required by the
Greenwich Manual, it does not prove that actual runoff volumes will infiltrate into the
native soils. The proper methodology to determine the sizing and functionality of an

infiltration practice is using a hydrologic model and 24-hour rainfall rates for the required
design storms.
17. It is my professional engineering opinion that the proposed stormwater systems for Parcel
“Y-R” will not reduce runoff volumes and thus the increase in runoff volume will cause
increased frequency and duration of flooding in the area depending upon the size of a
rainfall event.
18. What are shown as Level Spreaders are simply trenches filled with crushed stone. The
detail shows a thirty-inch deep layer of #2 stone with a top layer of pea gravel (3/8”
stone). It is has not been demonstrated that water will infiltrate through the bottom of the
level spreader. If the intent is to allow the trench to fill out to the top of the pea gravel
layer and then overflow onto the ground, this will not happen as overland flow. Water
will always seek its own level and will find the one area of stone/soil interface which is
the lowest point and flow out of that point only. It will not be overland flow but will be
concentrated flow.
19. It is my professional engineering opinion that all the drainage systems for private
property need to be located on the private property and not a public open space parcel.
The location of a private drainage system on public open space will create potential
liability issues for the municipality if it does not function as intended.
20. While the Greenwich Manual only requires an assessment of TSS, other pollutants
particularly metals and hydrocarbons form vehicles are also a concern when infiltrative
practices with no actual treatment are used as this will result in the discharge of metals
and hydrocarbons into the shallow groundwater on the site.
Comments on Erosion Control Plan – Parcel “Y-R”:
21. Siltation fence barriers are shown perpendicular to contour lines which is not correct as
siltation fence barriers in this configuration will allow for runoff to flow as concentrated
flow along the face of the barrier even on a flat slope.
22. Siltation fence barriers are shown with the proposed open space area. This is not
appropriate as all erosion control measures need to be located on the property where the
work is being done.
23. It is not clear if the tree protection is being installed at the drip line of trees as shown in
the detail. The tree protection symbol used on the plan is the same no matter what
diameter trees is being protected. It is imperative that the tree protection be installed at
or just outside the limit of the crown of the trees as the roots mirror the width of the
crown. (Based on my Bachelor of Science in Forest Management from the University of
New Hampshire)
24. It is noted on the erosion control plan that the existing contours were transcribed from the
Town of Greenwich GIS. Were the existing contours verified by field survey to confirm
their accuracy?

Please contact my office if you have any questions concerning this information. A copy
of my professional qualifications is attached for the record.

Respectfully Submitted,
Trinkaus Engineering, LLC

Steven D. Trinkaus, PE
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Steven D. Trinkaus, PE
Trinkaus Engineering, LLC
114 Hunters Ridge Road Southbury, Connecticut 06488
Phone: +1-203-264-4558 (office), 203-525-5153 (mobile)
Website: http://www.trinkausengineering.com
Email: strinkaus@earthlink.net

Qualifications

B.S. / Forest Management/1980
University of New Hampshire

Licenses/Certifications

Licensed Professional Engineer- Connecticut (1988)
Licensed Professional Engineer – Maryland (2017)

Professional Societies

American Society of Civil Engineers
Connecticut Society of Professional Engineers
International Erosion Control Association

Professional Awards

Steve was named an Industry Icon by Storm Water Solutions
in July 2015 http://editiondigital.net/publication/?i=263831&p=16
for his work in the Low Impact Development field.

International Experience
South Korea – July 2017, June 2016, April 2015, October 2014, April 2014, October 2013
and June 2013
 Steve was invited by Dr. Leeyoung Kim of Kongju University to make a presentation at
the Seoul International Symposium for water cycle held on July 27, 2017 at Seoul City
Hall. Steve’s presentation was entitled “Sustainable Urban Water Cycle Management,
Low Impact Development Strategies for Urban Retrofits”. Steve also made a
presentation to Master and PhD Engineering students at Kongju University on designing
LID treatment systems. He also visited the research office of Land & Housing Institute
in Daejeon to inspect recent LID retrofits consisting of Bioretention systems, Bioswales
and Permeable Paver systems.
 Steve was invited by Dr. Shin to visit the Korean GI/LID research center in July of 2017.
The purpose of the visit was to inspect the LID research systems which had been in place
for a year to observe how well they were functioning and also to observe the current
research on infiltration of LID systems and evaportranspiration of green roof systems.
 Steve was an invited attendee to the official opening of the Korean GI & LID Research
Center recently constructed at the Yangsam Campus of Pusan National University.
Steve was a consultant on the design of the research center for Dr. Hyunsuk Shin of
Pusan National University.
 Steve was an invited presenter at the World Water Forum by Dr. Hyunsuk Shin of Pusan
National University. He presented case studies of GI/LID applications in the United
States.
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Steve was invited by Dr. Yong Deok Cho of Kwater to participate in the Water Business
Forum at the World Water Forum. Steve presented an overview of his business and
expertise in Low Impact Development.
Steve was invited by Dr. Hong-Ro Lee of Kunsan National University and made a
presentation entitled “Understanding Low Impact Development in the Urban-Rural
Interface” for the Ariul Brainstorming Working Group on April 16, 2015 in Gunsan,
South Korea. He also toured portions of the proposed land reclamation area to assess
how Low Impact Development strategies could be incorporated to address water quality
issues from the proposed agricultural, residential, commercial and industrial land uses for
this area.
Steve was a Contributing Author as well as an Advisory Reviewer for a report prepared
by Land & Housing Institute (LHI) entitled “ Pyeongtaek Godeok New City Low Impact
Development techniques (LID), A study on the introduction of measures (I) “ dated:
January 2015. This report by LHI also cited the Town of Tolland LID Design Manual as
a foreign LID Manual to be used as a reference document.
Steve was an invited presenter at the International Water Forum 2014 held in conjunction
with the Nakong River International Water Week in Gyeongju, South Korea sponsored
by DaeGyeong Water Foundation & the International Hydrologic Environmental Society.
His presentation focused on urban stormwater and the benefits of LID in these areas.
Steve was an invited presenter at the IWA Water Reuse & Energy Conference 2014 held
in Daegu, South Korea. His presentation was on the regulatory barriers to
implementation of LID and how to overcome these barriers. He also participated in a
panel discussion with other presenters.
He also made a presentation at The 1st GI & LID Technical Education Workshop held at
Pusan National University on October 22nd on an overview of LID and the application of
LID concepts. He was invited by Dr. Kyung Hak Hyun of Land & Housing Institute
(LHI) to make two presentations of LID case studies at Sangyung University and at a
seminar hosted at LHI along with Kwater.
Steve met with Jong-Pyo Park, Director and Kyoung-Do Lee, CEO of HECOREA, a
water resource consulting firm to discuss LID in dense urban areas. Steve signed a
MOU with HECOREA to provide consulting services on LID monitoring approaches and
maintenance protocols for the Go-Deok International Planning District near Pyeongtaek,
South Korea.
Steve was invited by Dr. Kyung Hak Hyun of Land & Housing Institute to present at the
2nd Low Impact Development Forum in Daejeon, South Korea on October 31, 2013. He
also inspected the site of Asan-tangjeong which is an expansion of residential housing for
the city of Asan. This expansion will incorporate LID stormwater strategies.
Steve was invited to make a presentation of the implementation of LID on commercial
sites by Dr. Reeho Kim of the Korea Institute of Construction Technology in Seoul.
Steve met with Dr. Sangjin Lee of Korean Water and Dr. Woo Young Heo, CEO of LID
Solution Co, Ltd to review the initial concept plans for the Eco-Delta City project. EcoDelta City is a new city located near the Gimhae International Airport of 13 square
kilometers and will incorporate LID concepts throughout the new city.
Steve signed a MOU with Dr. Shin of Pusan National University to provide consulting
services for the Smart GI/LID Research Facility at Pusan National University. Steve was
asked by Dr. Shin to review the design plans for the GI/LID research facility to be
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constructed at Pusan National University with a focus on the exterior LID research
facilities. He provided a written comprehensive review for consideration by PNU.
Steve was invited by Dr. Hyunsuk Shin of Pusan National University in South Korea to
present a workshop on Low Impact Development on June 24, 2013. The presentation
was made to research professors, graduate engineering students and practicing engineers
at K-water headquarters in Daejeon, South Korea. He also met with representatives of
other agencies tasked with the development of a new city, called Eco-Delta City which
will implement LID practices from the ground up and comprises approximately 3,500
acres.

Nanjing, China, September 2018
Steve was invited by the organizing committee for the third China Sponge City International
Exchange Conference to make three presentations on LID. The presentations were entitled:
“LID: The Good, the Bad and the Ugly”, “Permeable Pavement Case Studies” and “The
regulatory framework to adopt LID”. The conference was held September 27th and 28th in
Nanjing, China.
Beijing/Zhenjiang, China – August 2017
Steve was invited to make a presentation entitled “Urban LID in China and South Korea” at the
2017 Second China Sponge City International Exchange Conference held in Beijing on August
16-1, 2017. He also made a presentation for Dr. Nian She, Director of Smart Sponge City
Planning and Construction Research Institute in Zhenjiang, China on modeling approaches for
LID treatment systems as well as inspecting some recent LID retrofits currently under
construction in Zhenjiang.
Steve also made a presentation at Reschand entitled “LID Case Studies from US” at the request
of Yuming Su of Reschand.
Nanjing, China – September 2016
Steve was invited to present at the 2016 First China Sponge City International Exchange
Conference held in Nanjing, China. The presentation focused on several case studies of LID
systems in the US.
Zhenjiang, China – June 2015
Was retained by Dr. Nian She to design Urban LID retrofits for a 2.5 hectare (6.5 acres) dense
residential area in the city of Zhenjiang. The LID retrofits had to fully treat runoff from the
existing impervious areas (building roofs, driveways and parking areas) for 65 mm (2.6”) of
rainfall in 24 hours. The LID systems also had to attenuate the peak rate of runoff for a rainfall
event of 150 mm (5.9”) rainfall event. A combination of Bioretention systems, and permeable
pavers with a filter course and reservoir layer were used to meet these stormwater requirements.
Zhenjiang, China – May 2015
Steve was invited by Professor Nian She of Shenzhen University to make a presentation entitled
“Using LID to Attenuate Large Rainfall Events and Reduce Flood Potential” at the 2015 First
Sino US Sponge City LID Technology Practice Conference held on May 4-5, 2015 in Zhenjiang,
China organized by Zhenjiang Water Supply and Drainage Management Office. (http://www.cwater.com.cn/2015lid/en/index_e.html). In addition to the presentation, field inspections were
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made of several new LID installations in the city consisting of Bioswales, permeable pavement
systems and rainwater harvesting.
Guangzhou, China – December 2012
 Steve was an invited attendee at the 15th Annual Guangzhou Convention of Chinese
Scholars in Science and Technology in Guangzhou, China on December 17 – 21, 2012 to
present a project narrative on how Low Impact Development and sustainable
development can be applied to address water quality issues in urban and rural areas of
China to implement sustainability concepts and conservation of resources. He attended
with Dr. Jim Su, PE of Golder Associates of Mt. Laurel, New Jersey. While at the
convention he met with representatives from Sichuan University, Chang’an University,
Guangdong University of Technology, Shenzhen University and the South China
Institute of Environmental Sciences, MEP to discuss LID being incorporated into their
engineering programs.
 Steve also met Dr. Hongbin Cheng of New China Times Technology which is located in
Stellenbosch, South Africa. Steve has signed a three year partnership agreement with
New China Times Technology to introduce LID concepts to the west cape area of South
Africa.
Taiwan – December 2011
 Steve was invited by Hung Kwai Chen, Director of the Water Resources Planning
Institute, Water Resource Agency, Ministry of Economic Affairs of Taiwan and Dr.
Yong Lai of the US Bureau of Reclamation to present a 12-hour presentation on Low
Impact Development on December 8th and 9th, 2011 in Taichung, Taiwan. The
presentation focused on applying LID strategies in both urban and rural environments to
address runoff volumes and water quality issues.
 Steve is an invited consultant to a project team headed up by Xiaoyan Zhou, PhD of the
Institute for Taiwan Water Environment Research (TIIWE) along with The National
Taiwan Ocean University, Hohai Engineering Professor Liao Chaoxuan, Ting
Engineering Consultants Co., Ltd and University of Colorado professor Guo Chunyuan to
develop a LID demonstration project in New Taipei City along with LID policy strategies
to further the use of LID in New Taipei City, Taiwan.
Low Impact Development


Review of existing municipal land use regulations to identify barriers to the implementation of Low
Impact Development



Preparation of regulatory language changes to facilitate the adoption of Low Impact Development



Preparation of design manuals for the implementation of Low Impact Development strategies and
processes with an approach that simplifies the design process



Application of environmental site design strategies to focus development concepts on land most
suitable for development while enhancing the protection of environmentally sensitive areas
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Design of Low Impact Development treatment systems, such as Bioretention areas, wet/dry swales,
vegetated level spreaders, vegetated filter strips, subsurface gravel wetlands, constructed wetlands
and/or pond systems, infiltration basins & trenches



Hydrologic analyses of current and post-development conditions to assess impacts of proposed
development on storm water flows



Design of storm water control systems including detention and water quality basins and appropriate
planting plans



Perform hydrologic modeling of stormwater management systems to demonstrate compliance with
regulatory benchmarks



Prepare Pollutant loadings analyses to evaluate the effectiveness of stormwater treatment designs in
reducing pollutant loads

Wastewater Management:


Soil testing to determine suitability of land to support on-site sewage disposal systems for residential
and commercial projects and assistance with identifying optimal location for both small and large
scale system



Perform necessary calculations to model and design large scale subsurface sewage disposal systems
under CT DEEP criteria and State Department of Public Health



Design of on-site sewage disposal systems in accordance with state and local health codes



Perform construction oversight of both small and large scale subsurface sewage disposal systems and
provide certifications of compliance

Site Engineering:


Development feasibility studies



Layout concepts to maximize development, while preserving environmentally sensitive areas



Design of horizontal and vertical road geometry



Preparation of grading, drainage and erosion and sedimentation control plans



Use AutoCAD Land Development, Civil3D, HydroCAD and Pondpack software packages



Layout and design of sanitary sewers



Bid estimates



Construction oversight



Third party technical reviews
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Expert testimony

Professional Committees




Chairman and primary author of EWRI/ASCE LID Model Ordinance Task Committee (goal is to
create a National LID Guidance document to further the adoption of LID)
Chairman of EWRI/ASCE LID Task Committee on Filter Strips and Bioswales (goal is to review &
evaluate literature and design specifications for filter strips and Bioswales and create uniform design
standards for different geographical regions)
Member of EWRI/ASCE LID National Guidelines Task Committee

Published Articles











“Easier Said Than Done – Overcoming common errors when installing bioretention systems” –
October 2018 edition of Storm Water Solutions by Scranton Gillette Communications.
“Large-scale LID Design for urban expansion in South Korea” with co-author, Dr. Kyung Hak
Hyun of South Korean Land and Housing Institute – Volume 3/Issue 4, August/September 2015 –
Worldwater Stormwater Management by the Water Environmental Federation.
“Research team leads LID deployment in South Korea” – Volume 2/Issue 1, Spring 2014 –
Worldwater Stormwater Management by the Water Environmental Federation.
“Low Impact Development, Sustainable Stormwater Management” – English article converted to
Chinese and published in the Chinese Edition of Global Water Magazine, July 2013.
“A Case Study: Southbury Medical Facility and Low Impact Development” - January/February
2014 issue of Land and Water.
“A True Pioneer of Low Impact Development – Member Spotlight” – January/February 2014
Issue of Erosion Control – Official Journal of the International Erosion Control Association.
“Low Impact Development: Changing the Paradigm” published in the March 2012 edition of PE,
The Magazine for Professional Engineers by the National Society of Professional Engineers. Article
was also republished in the Spring 2012 addition of EWRI Currents (with permission of NSPE).
“Stormwater Retrofit of Existing Detention Basins” published in the March/April 2012 Land and
Water, The Magazine of Natural Resource Management and Restoration with co-author Sean Hayden
of the Northwest Conservation District.
“Out in the Open; Creating a Stormwater Park in the Heart of a Community” published in the
April 2013 issue of WaterWorld by Pennwell Corporation.
“Creating a Stormwater Park in the City Meadow of Norfolk, Connecticut” published in the
July/August 2013 edition of Land and Water

Volunteer Organizations




President (elected 11/2013) and Connecticut Representative to the Board of Directors for the
Northeast Chapter of IECA,
Alternate member of Inland Wetlands Commission Town of Southbury
(served three years),
Northwest Conservation District Board of Directors (served 18 months)

Software Development
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Developed a proprietary software application called Assessment of Pollutant Loads and Evaluation of
Treatment Systems (A.P.L.E.T.S.). This application calculates the pollutant loads for current and future
land use conditions for the seven most common pollutants in non-point source runoff (TSS, TP, TN, Zn,
Cu, TPH, & DIN) for a total of twenty two different types of land uses. The application then allows the
evaluation of the effectiveness of thirty four Conventional and Low Impact Development treatment
systems in removing these pollutants. Up to four treatment systems can be used in a row as a treatment
train to achieve water quality goals.

Future Presentations


Steve will be presenting a 6.5-hour webinar entitled “Low Impact Development” on Wednesday,
April 20, 2022 from 10:00 am to 2:00 pm and then on Thursday, April 21, 2022 from 10:00 am to
12:45 pm sponsored by Halfmoon Seminars.

Invited Speaker Presentations:


Steve made a presentation entitled “Making Rainfall Disappear using Bioretention and Permeable
Pavement” for a webinar entitled “ Groundwater: Making the Invisible Visible” sponsored by the
Philippine-American Academy of Science and Engineering (PAASE) on March 11, 2002 at 8 am
(Philippine Time)
(
https://paase.org/?fbclid=IwAR1KNhxJ69qpo1COxxCT4omfefLysKCfLDN9cw-Ygizs2DtLiJMfONk8Pg )



Steve made two presentations at the IWA Dipcon 2019; The 19th IWA International Conference on
Diffuse Pollution and Eutrophication being held in Jeju, South Korea in October 2019. The
presentations were entitled “How Low Impact Development strategies can mitigate high intensity
rainfall events” and “If LID is so easy to implement, how come we keep getting it wrong”.
(http://iwadipcon2019.org/dipcon/about.asp )



Steve made the following presentations at St. Andrews University in Scotland on October 19th ,
2017 for the Sustainable Development program. The first presentation is entitled "Improving the
environment with Low Impact Sustainable Development Strategies". The second presentation is
entitled "Addressing Water Quality and Runoff Issues in a changing weather world".



Steve was invited by Dr. Jae Ryu of the University of Idaho Water Center to make a presentation
entitled “Designing Low Impact Development treatment systems for Urban & Agricultural
Environments” at the Annual US-Korea Conference on Science, Technology, and
Entrepreneurship being held in Atlanta, Georgia on July 29 to August 1, 2015.
( http://www.ukc.ksea.org/UKC2015/ )



Steve was invited by the Lake George Waterkeeper to make a presentation entitled “Applying LID
Concepts in the Real World” at the 5th Annual Low Impact Development Conference being held in
Lake George, NY on May 7, 2015. ( http://fundforlakegeorge.org/2015LID )



Steve was invited by Dr. Hyunsuk Shin and made a presentation entitled “Real Adaptation and
Implementation of GI and LID Technology in USA” at the World Water Forum
(http://eng.worldwaterforum7.org/main/) being held in Daegu, South Korea on April 14, 2015.
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Steve prepared a presentation for a workshop to civil and environmental engineering students at
Pusan National University (http://www.pusan.ac.kr/uPNU_homepage/kr/default.asp) in Busan,
South Korea on April 17, 2015 entitled “Designing LID System, What do you need to know and
why”.



Steve was invited by Dr. Hong-Ro Lee of Kunsan National University and made a presentation
entitled “Understanding Low Impact Development in the Urban-Rural Interface” for the Ariul
Brainstorming Working Group on April 16, 2015 in Gunsan, South Korea. It will focus on how
Low Impact Development concepts can be applied to made land areas filled in off the west coast of
South Korea to address water quality issues.



Steve was an invited speaker at the 2014 Low Impact Development Conference sponsored by the
Lake George Waterkeeper and the Fund for Lake George in Lake George, NY on May 1, 2014 for
land use professionals and regulatory agencies. He will be presenting case studies focusing on the
application of LID concepts for commercial and residential projects.



Steve was invited by Justin Kenney, Green Infrastructure Coordinator of the Vermont Department of
Environmental Conservation Watershed Management Division to present an eight hour workshop
entitled “From Bioretention to Permeable Pavement: An In-depth Introduction to Low Impact
Development and Green Stormwater Infrastructure” in Montpelier, Vermont on December 5, 2013.
The presentation was hosted by the Vermont Green Infrastructure Initiative with support from the
following Vermont Agencies and Divisions; Building and General Services, Ecosystem
Restoration Program and Agency of Transportation.



Steve was invited to attend and present on the Application of LID Concepts for the Urban
Environment and LID Case Studies at the 2nd Low Impact Development, Stormwater Management
Forum hosted by the Land & Housing Institute, Korean Land & Housing Corporation to be held
in South Korea in on October 31, 2013. He also made presentations at the Korean Institute of
Construction Technology and Pusan National University on various aspects of LID during this
time.



Steve was an invited speaker at the 2013 Low Impact Development Conference sponsored by the
Lake George Waterkeeper and the The Fund for Lake George in Lake George, NY on May 2, 2013
for land use professionals and regulatory agencies. Over 80 design professionals and regulatory
people were in attendance. He made a presentation entitled “Barriers to the implementation of LID”.



Steve was an invited presenter at a closed-meeting of the National Association of Home Builders
(NAHB) and the Water Environment Federation (WEF) on October 10, 2012 focusing on
progressive stormwater management. The presentation focused on the application of LID strategies
on actual development projects and discussed the hydrologic performance and cost effectiveness of
LID design.



Steve was the invited presenter for a 1-hour long webinar presented by Stormwater Solutions and
Stormwater USA on Low Impact Development and the Basics of Bioretention held on September
18, 2012. Over 760 individuals watched the webinar.



Steve was an invited speaker at and EPA/WEF Stormwater Technical Meeting on July 18, 2012 in
Baltimore, MD to discuss the application of Low Impact Development strategies for actual projects
with a focus on cost effectiveness when compared to conventional stormwater management as well as
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field performance of the LID designs. The purpose of this meeting was to assist EPA in the
development of a National Stormwater Rule.


Site Design using Low Impact Development Strategies and What are the impacts of Impervious
Cover on Water Quality and Quantity were presented at a workshop entitled “Challenges and
Solutions using Low Impact Development”, sponsored by the Lake George Waterkeeper in Lake
George, NY on May 5, 2011 for land use professionals and regulatory agencies. 90 design
professionals and regulators in attendance.



Steve was an invited speaker at the 2012 Low Impact Development Seminar sponsored by the Lake
George Waterkeeper in Lake George, NY on April 25, 2012 for land use professionals and regulatory
agencies. 100 design professionals and regulatory people were in attendance. He made a
presentation entitled “The Hydrologic Benefits of Vegetation in Site Design”.

Conference Presentations:


Steve made two presentations at the International Erosion Control Association (IECA) Annual
Conference being held at the Minneapolis Convention Center in Minneapolis, MN from February 15th
to February 18th, 2022. (http://www.eventscribe.net/2022/IECA2022). The first presentation is
entitled “Low Impact Sustainable Development Design Manual for Morris, Connecticut”. The
second presentation is entitled “LID in Connecticut – Are Designs Improving?”.



Steve made two presentations at the UKC 2021 which is sponsored by the Korean-American
Scientists and Engineers Association being held at the Hyatt Regency Orange County, CA from
December 15th to December 18th, 2021. (https://ukc.ksea.org/ukc2021/wpcontent/uploads/2021/12/UKC-2021_PB_v1.pdf ). The first presentation is entitled “Implementing
LID Retrofits to address Nutrient Loads in Lake Pocotopaug in East Hampton, CT”. The second
presentation is entitled “How to Design Stormwater Management for Ground Mounted Solar Arrays”.



Steve made the following presentations: “Implementing LID Retrofits to Address Nutrient Loads in
Lake Pocotopaug in East Hampton, Connecticut” and “How to Design Stormwater Management for
Ground Mounted Solar Array” at the Virtural IECA Annual Conference and Expo on February 22 –
25,
2021https://ieca.org/IECA/2021%20Annual%20Conference%20Home/IECA/IECA_Events/2021_Ev
ents/2021_Virtual_Annual_Conference.aspx?hkey=2dc821ad-cb72-4b2e-80ed-69ad51367611 .



Steve made one presentation at UKC 2019 by The Korean-American Scientists and Engineers
Association in Chicago, IL in August 2019. The presentation is entitled “Designing Low Impact
Development Treatment Systems for Agricultural Environments”.
(https://ukc.ksea.org/ukc2019/about/about-ukc-2019/)



Steve made two presentations at the 2019 Annual Conference of IECA being held in Denver, CO in
February 2019. The presentations were entitled “A Study on Introduction Plan of Low Impact
Development Techniques for Widespread Application in South Korea” and “If LID is so easy to
implement, how come we keep getting it wrong”.



Steve made a presentation entitled “LID in China and South Korea” at the 2018 Annual Conference
of the Northeast Chapter of IECA in Concord, NH on October 1, 2018.
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Steve made a presentation entitled “If LID is so easy to implement, how come we keep getting in
wrong” at the 2018 International Low Impact Development conference being held in Nashville,
TN on August 12 – 15, 2018. The conference is sponsored by ASCE and EWRI.
( https://www.lidconference.org/ )



Steve made two presentations at the 2018 TRIECA Conference being held on March 21 & 22, 2018
at the Pearson Convention Center in Brampton, Ontario. The presentations are entitled “Addressing
Stormwater in China with Low Impact Development” and “Implement Low Impact Development in
South Korea.” This conference is sponsored by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority and
the Canadian Chapter of the International Erosion Control Association.



Steve made the following presentations at the 2018 IECA Annual Conference being held in Long
Beach, CA in February of 2018. The presentations are entitled “How Low Impact Development
strategies can mitigate high intensity rainfall events” and Designing Low Impact Sustainable
Development treatment systems for Agricultural Environments”.



Steve was invited by the Dylan Drudul, President of the Mid-Atlantic Chapter of IECA to present the
keynote address at a one day event called “Sediment Control Innovations Roadshow on July 14th in
Columbia, Maryland. The keynote is entitled “A Worldwide Perspective on Municipal
Stormwater Issues”.



Steve made a presentation entitled “Designing LID Systems: What do you need to know and
why” at the 27th Annual Nonpoint Source Pollution Conference being held in Hartford, CT on April
20-21, 2016 as sponsored by the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission.



Steve will be presenting four one-hour long webinars through Halfmoon Seminars on Low Impact
Development. The first entitled “Introduction to Low Impact Development” will be on May 10,
2016 at 12 pm. The second entitled “Bioretention System Design” will be offered on May 10, 2016
at 1:30 pm. The third entitled “Applying LID Concepts to Residential Development” will be
offered on May 12, 2016 at 12 pm. The fourth entitled “LID Case Studies” will be offered on May
12, 2016 at 1:30 pm.



Steve will be making a presentation entitled “Designing LID Systems: What do you need to know
and why” at the UKC2016 conference, sponsored by KSEA (Korean-American Scientists and
Engineers Association) at the Hyatt Regency DFW in Dallas, Texas, August 10 – 13, 2016.



Steve made five presentations at the 2016 Environmental Connection conference by IECA
(www.ieca.org) being held in San Antonio, Texas on February 16 – 19, 2016. The presentations
were entitled “Designing LID Systems: What do you need to know and why”, “Construction Site
Stormwater: The Ignored Problem”, “Solving Construction Stormwater Problems in the Field”,
“Developing Effective LID Municipal Regulations”, and “LID Demonstration Projects in
Connecticut, a study of Contrasts”.



Steve made two presentations at the EPA Region Stormwater Conference 2015
(http://epa.gov/region6/water/npdes/sw/ms4/2015conference/index.html) being held in Hot Springs,
AR on October 18-23, 2015. The presentations are entitled “Designing LID systems: What do you
need to know and why” and “Designing LID treatment systems for Urban and Agricultural
Environments.”



Steve made a presentation entitled “Applying LID strategies to residential and commercial
developments to address water quality and runoff volumes” at the KSEA Northwest Regional
Conference 2015 held at the Idaho Water Center in Boise, Idaho on October 11, 2015.
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Steve made a presentation entitled “Solving Construction Stormwater Problems in the Field” at
WEFTEC 2015 (http://www.weftec.org ) in Chicago, IL on September 29, 2015.



Steve made three presentations entitled: “Korean GI/LID Research Facility”, Applying LID concepts
to High Density Residential Developments, and Municipal LID Regulations” at the 2015
Environmental Connection IECA Annual Conference being held in Portland, Oregon on February 16
– 18, 2015. He also presented a half day workshop entitled: “Designing LID Projects”. He
moderated an Expert Panel on Low Impact Development with Seth Brown, (Water Environment
Federation), Bob Adair (Construction Ecoservices, Inc.) and Roger Sutherland (AMEC)



Steve made two presentations at International Low Impact Development Conference 2015 in
Houston, Texas which is sponsored by ASCE-EWRI. The presentations are entitled “Korean GI/LID
Research Facility”, and “LID Demonstration Projects in Connecticut: The Good and the Bad”.



Steve made presentations entitled “Overview of Low Impact Development” and “The Application of
Low Impact Development Strategies for Land Development Projects” along with Dr. Jae Ryu of the
University of Idaho and Dr. Hyun-Suk Shin of Pusan National University at the annual meeting of the
American Water Works Association in Tyson Corners, VA on November 6, 2014.



Steve made two presentations entitled “Construction Site Stormwater: The Ignored Problem” and
“Applying LID Concepts to High Density Residential Development” at the 2014 Annual Conference
and Trade Show of the Northeast Chapter of IECA held at Lake Morey, Vermont on November 4
– 5, 2014.



Steve made the following presentations entitled: “A Case Study – Southbury Medical Facility and
Applying LID concepts on undeveloped land and in the urban environment” at Municipal Wet
Weather Stormwater Conference, hosted by the Southeast Chapter of IECA in Charlotte, NC on
August 18th and 19th, 2014.



Steve made the following presentations: “The Incorporation of LID on Affordable Housing Projects,
A Case Study – Southbury Medical Facility and LID’ and Municipal LID Regulations” at the 16th
Annual EPA Region 6 Stormwater Conference sponsored by the South Central Chapter of IECA in
Fort Worth, TX on July 27th through August 1st, 2014.



Steve made oral presentations at the 2014 Environmental Connection sponsored by the International
Erosion Control Association in Nashville, Tennessee on February 25 – 18, 2014. The presentations
were entitled “A Case Study – Southbury Medical Facility and LID”, “The Implementation of the
Highland Estates Detention Basin Retrofit water quality impairment in Northfield Lake”, and
“Creating Effective Municipal LID Regulations”.



Steve co-presented an all day workshop on Low Impact Development with Jamie Houle of the
University of New Hampshire Stormwater Center at the 2013 International Erosion Control
Association Northeast Chapter Conference and Trade Exposition on November 19 – 21, 2013 in
Warwick, RI.



Steve made three oral presentations at the 2013 International Low Impact Development
Symposium held at the Saint Paul RiverCentre in Saint Paul, Minnesota on August 18 – 21, 2013.
The presentations were entitled “A Case Study – Southbury Medical Facility and LID”, “LID
regulations in Connecticut: The Long and Tortured Road”, and “Creating a Stormwater Park in the
City Meadow of Norfolk, Connecticut.”
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Steve presented two papers at the 2013 EWRI World Environmental and Water Resources
Congress held in Cincinnati, Ohio on May 19- 23, 2013. The papers are entitled: “Municipal LID
Regulations - What is important to include to be successful?” and “Creating a Stormwater Park in the
City Meadow of Norfolk, Connecticut”. http://content.asce.org/conferences/ewri2013/index.html



Steve made a presentation at the Soil and Water Conservation Society Winter Conference held in
Berlin, Connecticut on February 15, 2013. The presentation focused on erosion and sedimentation
control issues with Low Impact Development treatment systems.



Steve presented two papers at the 2013 Environmental Connection held in San Diego, CA on
February 10 – 13, 2013. The papers are entitled “LID Demonstration Project for Seaside Village in
Bridgeport, Connecticut” and “Creating a Stormwater Park in the City Meadow of Norfolk,
Connecticut”. He also presented a full day LID workshop entitled “Next Generation Low Impact
Development and Meet Today’s Needs” and a half day workshop on Low Impact Development
covering Environmental Site Design, Water Quality Issues, Pollutant Loading Analyses, Designing
different types of LID treatment systems and actual case studies.



Steve made three presentations at the 2012 Annual Conference of the Northeast Chapter of IECA
in Fishkill, NY on November 7, 8, & 9, 2012. The presentations are entitled: “LID Demonstration
Projects in Connecticut, A Study of Contrasts, Environmental Site Design and LID Hydrologic
Issues, and Siting and Designing LID Treatment Systems with Case Studies”



Steve made two oral presentations entitled “Applying Environmental Site Design Strategies to Design
a Residential Subdivision” and “The incorporation of LID on Affordable Housing Projects” at the
2012 Ohio Stormwater Conference in Toledo, Ohio sponsored by the Ohio Stormwater Association
on June 7th and 8th, 2012.



Presented two papers at the ASABE Watershed Technology Conference in Bari, Italy, May 28 –
30, 2012. The papers were entitled “LID Demonstration Project for Seaside Village in Bridgeport,
Connecticut” and “The creation of a Stormwater Park in the City Meadow of Norfolk, Connecticut”.



Steve made one oral presentation entitled “LID Demonstration Project for Seaside Village in
Bridgeport, Connecticut” and presented one poster entitled "The Incorporation of LID on Affordable
Housing Projects" at the 2012 World Environmental & Water Resources Congress in
Albuquerque, New Mexico sponsored by EWRI/ASCE on May 20 - 24, 2012.



“Stormwater Retrofit of Highwood Estates Detention basins to address Water Quality Issues and How
the application of Environmental Site Design Strategies can provide a resource for carbon
sequestering” were presented at the 2011 International Erosion Control Associated Northeast
Chapter Annual Conference on December 1 – 3, 2011 at the Crowne Plaza Hotel in Natick,
Massachusetts.



Stormwater Retrofit of Highwood Estates Detention Basins to enhance Water Quality Benefits; A
Low Impact Development (LID) Model Ordinance and Guidance Document and The Farmington
River Enhancement Grants: A tale of three towns and the path to Low Impact Development were
presented at the Philadelphia Low Impact Development Symposium “Greening the Urban
Environment” in Philadelphia, PA (September 2011) sponsored by EWRI, Villanova University,
North Carolina University and the University of Maryland.
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Stormwater Retrofit of Highwood Estates Detention Basins to enhance Water Quality Benefits; The
Farmington River Enhancement Grants: A tale of two towns and the path to Low Impact
Development and A Low Impact Development (LID) Model Ordinance and Guidance Document was
presented at the EWRI/ASCE 2011 World Environmental & Water Resources Congress in Palm
Springs, CA (May 2011).



Stormwater Retrofit of Highwood Estates Detention Basins to enhance Water Quality Benefits was
presented at the “Annual Nonpoint Source Pollution Conference”, sponsored by the New England
Interstate Pollution Control Commission in Saratoga Springs, NY, on May 17-18, 2011.



Stormwater Pollutant Load Modeling presented at the Northeast Chapter of IECA Annual
Conference at the University of New Hampshire Stormwater Center in Durham, NH (December
2010).



How the application of Environmental Site Design Strategies and Low Impact Development Storm
Water Treatment Systems can mimic the Natural Hydrologic Conditions in a watershed and provide a
resource for carbon sequestering and The Importance of Assessing Pollutant Loads from Land
Development Project and the Design of Effective Storm Water Treatment Systems at the
EWRI/ASCE Watershed Management Conference in Madison, WI (August 2010).



The Tolland Low Impact Development Design Manual: The Changing Paradigm for Land
Development, The application of Environmental Site Design Processes to design a residential
subdivision and A Low Impact Development (LID) Model Ordinance and Guidance Document at the
ERWI/ASCE 2010 World Environmental and Water Resources Congress in Providence, RI
(May 2010).



The application of Form-Based Zoning and Low Impact Development for the Revitalization of the
Town Center of Simsbury, Connecticut and The Integration of Low Impact Development to enhance
the application of Smart Code Zoning to create a Gateway District to the Historic Town Center of
Tolland, Connecticut at the EWRI/ASCE 2010 International Low Impact Development
Conference in San Francisco, CA (April 2010).



The application of Environmental Site Design Processes to design a residential subdivision and
Assessing Pollutant Loads and Evaluation of Treatment Systems to achieve Water Quality Goals for
Land Development Projects at the EWRI/ASCE 2009 World Environmental & Water Resources
Congress in Kansas City, Missouri (May 2009).



Ahead of the Curve – Tolland, CT adopts Low Impact Development Regulations and Preparing a
Pollutant Loading Analysis for Land Development Projects at the Urban Water Management
Conference in Overland Park, KS sponsored by National Association of Clean Water Agencies
(NACWA) and the City of Independence Water Pollution Control Department (March 2009).



Ahead of the Curve – Tolland, Connecticut adopts Low Impact Development Regulations and Trade
Winds Farm – Winchester, Connecticut – How to create a LID subdivision along with the preparation
of a poster on Preparing a Pollutant Loading Analysis for Land Development Projects at
EWRI/ASCE 2008 International Low Impact Development Conference in Seattle, WA
(November, 2008).
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Trade Winds Farm – Winchester, Connecticut – How to create a LID subdivision and Preparing a
Pollutant Loading Analysis for Land Development Projects at the IECA Northeast Chapter’s
Annual Conference & Trade Exposition in Portland, ME (October, 2008).



The Preparation of a Valid Pollutant Loading Analysis at the National StormCon 2008 Conference
in Orlando, FL (August, 2008).



Panelist with Linda Farmer, AICP for Profiles of Partnerships for Addressing NPS Pollution at
NEIWPCC Annual Non-point Source Pollution Conference in Groton, CT (May, 2008).

Workshop Presentations:
 Steve presented a two-hour webinar entitled “Bioretention System Design” on March 28, 2022.
( https://halfmoonseminars.org/product/webinars/biorentention-system-design/ ).


Steve presented a two-hour webinar entitled “How to Use Berms and Swales for Stormwater
Infiltration” on Thursday, February 24, 2021 sponsored by Halfmoon Seminars (
https://halfmoonseminars.org/product/webinars/how-to-use-berms-and-swales-for-stormwaterinfiltration/ )



Steve made a two-hour webinar entitled “How to Design for Stormwater Management for Ground
Mounted Solar Arrays” on Wednesday, December 29, 2021 sponsored by Halfmoon Seminars (
https://halfmoonseminars.org/product/webinars/how-to-design-for-stormwater-management-forground-mounted-solar-arrays-3/ )



Steve made a 6.5-hour presentation on Erosion and Sediment Control on Tuesday, January 25, 2022
for Halfmoon Seminars.



Steve made an all-day (6.5 hour) webinar entitled “New York Erosion and Sediment Control” on
February 3, 2022. ( https://halfmoonseminars.org/product/webinars/new-york-erosion-and-sedimentcontrol/ ).



Steve presented a 2-hour webinar entitled “How to Design Stormwater Management for Ground
Mounted Solar Arrays” on July 14, 2020. This webinar is hosted by Halfmoon Seminars.



Steve presented a two-day webinar encompassing 6.5 hours entitled “Low Impact Development” on
July 15, 2020 and July 16, 2020. The webinars are hosted by Halfmoon Seminars.



Steve presented an all-day workshop on Low Impact Development for continuing education for
design professionals in Little Rock, Arkansas on February 28, 2020 which is sponsored by Halfmoon
Seminars.



Steve presented an all-day workshop on Low Impact Development for continuing education for
design professionals in Nanuet, NY on December 19, 2019 which is sponsored by Halfmoon
Seminars.



Steve presented a webinar entitled “Construction Stormwater Regulation Strategies: Best Practices
to Assure NPDES Compliance” on Thursday, November 12, 2015 at 2:00 pm to 3:00 pm eastern
time. The webinar is sponsored by Business and Legal Resources.
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Steven presented a full day workshop entitled “Stormwater Management 2015” in Columbia,
Maryland on August 13, 2015 which focused on applying the State of Maryland Stormwater Manual.
The workshop was sponsored by Halfmoon Seminars, LLC and 113 people attended the workshop.



Steve presented a full day workshop on “Stormwater Regulations in Connecticut”, sponsored by
Halfmoon Seminars, LLC in North Haven, Connecticut on June 25, 2014. More than 30 engineers
and landscape architects attended the workshop.



Steve was the facilitator in a live chat as part of the Stormwater Solutions Virtual Trade Show on
April 2, 2014. The topic of the live chat will be LID with a focusing on Bioretention systems.



Steve made a presentation entitled “What is Low Impact Development and how do you apply it to
residential projects” for the Connecticut Chapter of the American Institute of Architects in New
Haven, Connecticut on April 22, 2014.



Steve made a presentation entitled “Wastewater to Stormwater; Designing a subsurface flow gravel
wetlands” at the annual meeting of the Connecticut Association of Wetland Scientists on March 20,
2014 in Southbury, Connecticut.



Steve made a presentation entitled “ Low Impact Development and the Connecticut General
Stormwater Permit” at the annual meeting of the Southern New England Chapter of the Soil and
Water Conservation Society on March 14, 2014 at Eastern Connecticut State University.



He co-taught an ASCE Short Course entitled, “Introduction to Low Impact Development” with Mike
Clar at the 2013 Low Impact Development Symposium held in St. Paul, Minnesota on August 18,
2013.



Steve presented a workshop on Low Impact Development to the Town of Naugatuck Inland Wetlands
Commission on June 5, 2013 to demonstrate how the implementation of LID can reduce stormwater
impacts in the urban area of the community.



Steve presented a webinar entitled “The Basics of Low Impact Development on Wednesday, April
17, 2013.



Steve presented a webinar entitled “Changing the Regulatory Framework to Adopt LID Strategies” on
Thursday, March 7, 2013 and on Thursday, August 8, 2013 from 11:30 am to 1:00 pm through ASCE
and EWRI. Link for more information.



Steve presented a three-hour workshop on Low Impact Development on June 5, 2012 at the Oxford
town hall for municipal land use staff and officials at the request of the Oxford Inland Wetlands
and Watercourses Commission. Approximately 20 individuals attended the workshop.



Steve presented an eight-hour short courses on Low Impact Development at the EWRI/ASCE 2011
World Environmental & Water Resources Congress in Palm Springs, CA (May 2011). The
following topics will be covered: Understanding and Implementing Principles of Low Impact
Development, Applying LID Strategies to a Site, Low Impact Development Hydrologic
Considerations, The Regulatory Framework and LID, LID Integrated Management Practices, Erosion
and Sedimentation Controls for the Implementation of LID Practices and Case Studies (Applying LID
and Regulations). 12 attendees took the course, including professors from Mississippi State
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University, Oklahoma State University, Adelaide University (Australia) and Pusan National
University (South Korea).


Understanding and Implementing Principles of Low Impact Development, Applying Low Impact
Development to a Site, Low Impact Development Hydrologic Considerations, Low Impact
Development Integrated Management Practices, Erosion and Sediment Control for the
Implementation of Low Impact Development Practices, and Case Studies of LID (Residential and
Commercial) at workshops on Low Impact Development sponsored by HalfMoon, LLC
(https://www.halfmoonseminars.com ) in Albany, NY, Ronkonkoma, NY, North Haven, CT,
Manchester, NH, Nanuet, NY, Cleveland, OH, Natick, MA, Portland, ME Fort Washington, PA,
Springfield, MA, Wilmington, DE, White River Junction, VT, Somerset, NJ, and White Plains, NY
for continuing education credit for design professionals. A total of 322 land use professionals have
attended these workshops.



Pollutant Loads and the Design of Effective Stormwater Treatment Systems was presented at the
Virtual H2O conference on February 22, 2011 as presented by PennWell Publishing. 25
professionals in attendance.



LID Stormwater Treatment Systems: Siting, Design and Installation for Maximum Environmental
Benefit. What are the aesthetic, financial and maintenance implications? presented at a seminar for
the AIA Connecticut, Committee on the Environment in New Haven, CT (December 2010). 70
architects in attendance.



Low Impact Development and the Environmental Site Design process to create sustainable sites at a
seminar for the AIA Connecticut, Committee on the Environment in New Haven, CT (September
2010). 40 architects in attendance.



Workshop entitled Using Environmental Site Design Strategies and LID stormwater systems for
commercial development at the Connecticut Conference on Natural Resources at the University of
Connecticut (March 2010). 10 design professionals and regulatory staff in attendance.



Implementing Low Impact Development in Your Community for the Connecticut Technology
Transfer Center in Glastonbury, CT (November, 2009). 40+ professionals in attendance.



What towns can do to encourage LID at the “Low Impact Development Forum” presented by the
Housatonic Valley Association in Shelton, CT. (October 2009). 12 professionals in attendance.



Town of Tolland, CT; Low Impact Development Regulations and Design Manual at the Community
Builders Institute for the workshop entitled: “Swift, Certain & Smart: Best Practices in Land Use”
(May 2009). 30+ professionals in attendance.



Low Impact Development, Environmental Site Design and Water Quality issues and strategies to
local municipalities (Greenwich, and Old Lyme) to provide an educational opportunity about the
many benefits of Low Impact Development in 2009. 30+ design professionals, regulatory
commissioners and staff in attendance for each presentation.



Low Impact Development, Environmental Site Design and Water Quality issues and strategies to
local municipalities (Bolton, Farmington, and Guilford to date) on a pro bono basis to provide an
educational opportunity about the many benefits of Low Impact Development in 2009. 25+ design
professionals, regulatory staff and commission members in attendance for each presentation.
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Workshop entitled Using Environmental Site Design Strategies to create a residential subdivision at
the Connecticut Conference on Natural Resources at the University of Connecticut (March 2009).
20 design professionals and regulatory staff in attendance.



The Need for Pollutant Loading Analyses for Land Development Projects to storm water engineers at
CT DEP (March 2009). 6 DEP staff in attendance.



A review of existing land use regulations and storm water management issues for the Middle Quarter
Districts in Woodbury, CT and how the implementation of Environmental Site Design and Low
Impact Development strategies can improve water quality of storm water runoff for the Woodbury
land use agencies (August 2008). 15 regulatory commission members in attendance.



Low Impact Development at meeting of the Connecticut Association of Zoning Enforcement
Officers (October 2007). 30+ professionals in attendance.



Low Impact Development and adoption of LID regulations by municipalities at workshops of the
Land Use Leadership Alliance (LULA) (2007, 2010 and 2011). 20+ professionals in attendance at
each presentation.



Stormwater management and Low Impact Development at workshop sponsored by the Northwest
Conservation District held for land use officials (March 2006). 20+ professionals in attendance.

Conferences Attended


Bioretention Summit: Ask the Researcher – Annapolis, MD by the University of Maryland (Dr. Alan
Davis), North Carolina State University (Dr. Bill Hunt) and Villanova University Stormwater
Partnership (Dr. Rob Traver) – (July 2010).



Workshop at the University of New Hampshire Stormwater Center on permeable pavements. This
full-day training included field visits to a variety of on-the ground porous pavement installations
throughout the region. Participants learned key design principles necessary to successfully design,
evaluate, specify, and install porous pavement for stormwater management. (December 2009).



Two workshops at the University of New Hampshire Stormwater Center in Durham, NH to observe
conventional and Low Impact Development storm water treatment systems in operation. The
Stormwater Center is independently verifying the effectiveness of the various treatment systems to
remove pollutants from runoff and reduce impacts associated with storm flows. (March 2006 and
May 2007).



2ND National Low Impact Development Conference – North Carolina State University held in
Wilmington, NC, (March 2007).



Designing Bio/Infiltration Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality Improvement –
University of Wisconsin (Madison, WI) (November 2005).



Stormwater Design Institute – Center for Watershed Protection (White Plains, NY), (December
2004).
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Engineering and Planning Approaches/Tools for Conservation Design – University of Wisconsin
(Madison, WI) (December 2003).



Law for Design Professionals in Connecticut – Lorman Education Services in Trumbull, CT
(September 2002).



On-site Wastewater Facility Design – University of Massachusetts in Amherst, MA (May 2002).



The Northeast Onsite Wastewater Short Course & Equipment Exhibition – New England Interstate
Water Pollution Control Commission in Newport, RI (March 2002).



Designing On-site Wetland Treatment Systems, University of Wisconsin, (Madison, WI) (October
1999).



Cost Effective Drainage System Design – University of Wisconsin (Atlanta, GA) (November 1997).



Treatment Wetlands, University of Wisconsin, (Madison, WI). “Creating and Using Wetlands for
Wastewater Disposal and Water Quality Improvement” (April 1996).



Alternative On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems, New England Intrastate Pollution Control
Commission’s On-Site Wastewater Task Force in Westford, MA (November 1994).



Stormwater Quality, University of Wisconsin, (Portland, ME). “Designing Stormwater Quality
Management Practices” (June 1994).

LOW IMPACT SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
LID and LISD Regulations and Design Manuals


Town of Tolland. CT – Prepared amendments to Town of Tolland Zoning, Subdivision, Inland
Wetland regulations and Road Design Manual to incorporate Low Impact Development standards.
Wrote “Design Manual – Low Impact Development – Storm Water Treatment Systems –
Performance Requirements – Road Design & Storm Water Management” prepared for the Town of
Tolland; October 2007. The Town of Tolland was awarded the Implementation Award by the CTAPA for the LID regulations and design manual in December 2008.



Town of Plainville, CT – Planimetrics was the lead consultant on this project. This office performed
the technical regulatory audit to identify barriers to the implementation of LID. These barriers were
removed from the regulations to provide for the implementation of LID. A LID design manual was
written by Steve Trinkaus to address specific development/stormwater issues for the Town of

18

Plainville. The regulatory changes and LID manual were adopted by the Planning and Zoning
Commission in September 2010. This work was funded by the Farmington River Enhancement
Grants from CT DEP.


Town of Harwinton, CT – In conjunction with Planimetrics of Avon, CT, the existing land use
regulations were evaluated for barriers to the implementation of Low Impact Development (LID).
The project team suggested changes to the land use regulations to encourage the application of LID in
the community. Steve Trinkaus defined design processes and strategies to encourage the
implementation of LID in the town. This work was funded by the Farmington River Enhancement
Grants from CT DEP.



Town of East Granby, CT – Planimetrics was the lead consultant on this project. This office
performed the technical regulatory audit to identify barriers to the implementation of LID. These
barriers were removed from the regulations to provide for the implementation of LID. Steve
Trinkaus prepared a LID Design Manual and LID Educational document for the town working with
Gary Haynes, the town planner. This work was funded by the Farmington River Enhancement
Grants from CT DEP.



Town of Morris, CT - This office performed the technical regulatory audit to identify barriers to the
implementation of LISD. These barriers were removed from the regulations to provide for the
implementation of LISD. A LISD design manual was written by Steve Trinkaus to address specific
development/stormwater issues for the Town of Morris. The regulatory changes and LISD manual
were adopted by the Planning and Zoning Commission in January 2020.

LID Projects


Victorian Heron, LLC – Bethel, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) – An existing Victorian house
with 6 apartments will be expanded by the addition of a new building containing five more apartment
developed under 8-30g. Access and parking areas improved for fire access to site. Stormwater will
be handled by the creation of a Bioretention system to address water quality, groundwater recharge
volume and peak rate attenuation.



Garden Homes Management – Westport, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) – 19 unit residential
apartment building being developed under 8-30g (affordable housing) on 1 acre site directly tributary
to West Branch of the Saugatuck River. All construction activities are located outside regulatory
setbacks to tidal wetland and 100-year flood boundary. Stormwater management system was
designed to fully infiltrate the runoff for all storm events up to and including the 100-year event and
reduce pollutant loads to existing levels as wooded parcel.



Jelliff Mill, LLC – New Canaan, Connecticut: Redesigned the site layout to create ten single family
residential units on a site overlooking the restored historic Jelliff Mill dam on the Noroton River. The
site design uses two sections of permeable pavement and a Bioretention system to infiltrate the runoff
from the proposed impervious areas on the site. Due to the presence of sand and gravel soils, all
runoff from the impervious areas will be infiltrated up to and including the 25-yr storm event (5.7” of
rain/24 hrs). Fully constructed and occupied.



SRG Family, LLC – Southbury, Connecticut: Design final site grading for 38,000+ sq.ft. Medical
services building and approximately 225 parking spaces in order to maintain overland flow patterns.
Designed multiple LID treatment systems consisting of bioswales with weirs, Bioretention systems
and Permeable Pavement (asphalt) to handle runoff from all impervious area on the project site. The
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LID treatment systems are capable of fully infiltrating the runoff from a 50-yr storm event will
virtually eliminating the discharge of any pollutants to the adjacent wetland area. Currently pending
before Inland Wetlands Commission for modification of original approval.


Farmington River Watershed Association – Winchester, Connecticut: Designed stormwater retrofit
for existing 1 acre paved parking area at the science building of the Northwest Community College to
treat runoff prior to discharge into the Still River. Retrofit consists of forebay and Bioswale to treat
runoff from parking area and building roof. Currently at Bid stage.



Garden Homes Management – Southport, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) - Designed site to
support 96 unit apartment building and 115 parking spaces. Site contains both freshwater and tidal
wetlands. Stormwater management design required to provide Groundwater Recharge Volume &
Water Quality Volume in addition to reducing the post-development peak rate of runoff from the 10yr rainfall event to the pre-development peak rate of runoff from the 2-yr rainfall event. The
stormwater management design includes grassed swales, Bioretention systems and underground
concrete galleries to meet all of these stormwater requirements. Due to favorable soils on the site, the
site will likely be a zero discharge site. Court Approved.



Garden Homes Management – Milford, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) - Designed site to
support 257 unit apartment building with 295 parking spaces. Stormwater management design
required to provide Groundwater Recharge Volume & Water Quality Volume in addition to reducing
the post-development peak rate of runoff from the 25-yr rainfall event to the pre-development peak
rate of runoff from the 25-yr rainfall event. The design utilizes a Bioretention system, two
underground galleries systems as well as a small detention basin to meet all of the stormwater
requirements. Court Approved.



Garden Homes Management – Milford, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) - Designed site to
support 21,888 sq.ft. building (three stories) containing 36 studio apartments and 45 parking spaces.
Permeable pavement and Bioretention will be used on the site to treat runoff for water quality
improvements along with reducing runoff volume from the 1-yr to 100-yr storm event. Construction
complete and project occupied.



Quickcomm, Inc. – Newtown, CT: Design a parking facility for approximately 140 vehicles to serve
an existing corporate use. Runoff from the entire parking facility will be directed to one of seven
Bioretention systems. Water quality of the runoff will be improved by the filtration through a
specialized soil media and will then infiltrate into the underlying soils. Due the presence of sand and
gravel soils, the Bioretention systems will fully infiltrate all runoff up to and including a fifty-year
design storm (6.5” of rain/24 hours). Land use approvals obtained in the fall of 2012 and work
completed in the fall of 2013.



Garden Homes Management – Fairfield, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) - Designed site to
support 32,592 sq.ft. building (three stories) containing 54 studio apartments and 68 parking spaces.
Permeable pavement will be used for majority of parking facility. Roof drains will also be directed
to permeable pavement system for water quality improvement. Reservoir layer was sized to fully
contain 1.7” of runoff from contributing impervious area. By using a raised underdrain an anaerobic
condition will be maintained in the bottom of the reservoir, thus providing denitrification of Total
Nitrogen prior to discharge to tidal section of Rooster River. Construction complete and occupied.



Garden Homes Management – Oxford, Connecticut (Affordable Housing) - Design site plan for
126 units of manufactured housing on 41+ acres. Stormwater management is achieved by the use of
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linear Bioretention systems (Bioswales) along both sides of all interior roads. After treatment in
Bioswales, all runoff is directed to standard detention basins to provide peak rate attenuation from the
2-year to 100-year rainfall event. Approved by Inland Wetlands Agency, Denied by Planning and
Zoning Commission. Court Approved and under construction.


Compton Family Trust – New Hartford, Connecticut: Design two wet swales systems to convey
and filter runoff from road which is currently discharged into West Hill Lake via a paved swale.
West Hill Lake has very good water quality and the owner desires this work on this property to
become a template for other homeowners on West Hill Lake to prevent adverse impacts of
stormwater on the water quality of the lake. Received all necessary land use approvals.
Construction to commence in the summer of 2012.



Highwood Estates – Thomaston, Connecticut: Design retrofits for two existing failing detention
basins serving existing 50 lot residential subdivision. Retrofits were designed using LID techniques
to improve water quality reaching Northfield Brook, an impaired waterway. The larger basin was
converted to an Extended Detention Shallow Wetlands to significantly reduce pollutant loads. Due
to a limited area, only a forebay and deep pool could be designed for the smaller basin, thus providing
measurable improvements in water quality.



Farmington River Watershed Association – Winchester, Connecticut: Design stormwater retrofits
consisting of a Bioretention system at the Town of Winchester Wastewater Treatment Plant and a
Bioswale at the Town of Winchester Public Drinking Supply facility. These projects are being
funded as LID demonstration projects to increase public awareness of LID. The systems were
installed in June 2012 and were featured in articles in the Republican American and Register Citizen
newspapers.



Harwinton Sports Complex – Harwinton, Connecticut: Redesign stormwater management system
for indoor sports facility to use vegetated swales and Bioretention systems. Redesign site grading to
eliminate all structural drainage in parking facility. Client saved over
$ 40,000 on
infrastructure costs by the use of LID treatment systems.



Holland Joint Venture, LLC – Bridgewater, Connecticut: Prepared site plan for 28,000 sq.ft.
industrial/light assembly use and 140 parking spaces on 10.94 acres. Utilize Environmental Site
Design strategies to preserve large portions of site in natural condition, minimize impacts due to site
disturbance, and minimize impacts to wetland/watercourse system by access driveway. Designed
five Bioretention systems for storm water management and pollutant removal from all impervious
areas.



Goodhouse Flooring, LLC – Newtown, Connecticut: Design site to accommodate 8,800
commercial building and associated driveway and parking areas on 1.0 acre site. Designed eight
Bioretention systems to handle runoff from all impervious surfaces. Analyze and demonstrate that
State of Connecticut water quality goals will be achieved for the site design.



Trade Winds Farm – Winchester, Connecticut: 24 lot Open space subdivision on 104+ acres of
land. Performed all civil engineering design work for project. Notable feature of project is the
preservation of 64+ acres of the site as dedicated Open Space. Many LID strategies such as
Environmental Site Design, site fingerprinting, volumetric reduction and water quality improvements
were incorporated into site design. Storm water treatment systems utilized vegetated basins,
vegetated swales with gravel filter berms, emergent marsh, Bioretention systems, linear vegetated
level spreader, and meadow filter strips.
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Northern View Estates – Sherman, Connecticut: Five lot subdivision with private road. Design has
no direct wetland impacts and only minor intrusions into defined 100’ upland review area. Low
Impact Development systems, such as vegetated swales and Bioretention were used to treat postdevelopment runoff while maintaining existing drainage patterns to the maximum extent possible.



Mill River – New Milford, Connecticut: Designed 14 lot open space subdivision on 68 acre site.
Performed all civil engineering services for project. .LID treatment systems such as a permanent
pond/emergent marsh system, linear biofiltration swale, and rain gardens were designed for the site.



Byron Avenue Cluster Development – Ridgefield, Connecticut: Seven lot cluster subdivision on 4
acres. The Stormwater management system consisted of a road with no curbs, grassed swales and
constructed wetland with detention to reduce pollutant loads and increases in the peak rate of runoff.



The Estates on the Ridge – Ridgefield, Connecticut: 32 lot open space subdivision on 152+ acres.
Over 80 acres of the site will be preserved as Open Space as part of this project. Stormwater will be
treated by the use of rain gardens for roof drains, infiltration trenches for footing drains, emergent
marsh systems and vegetated swales for conveyance and treatment of road runoff. Designed over 1
mile of proposed road for project. Designed bottomless culverts over several wetlands crossing to
minimize direct impact on wetland areas.



G & F Rentals, LLC – Oxford, Connecticut: By utilizing LID stormwater concepts such as grass
filter strips, Bioretention in parking islands, Bioretention for roof drains, and infiltration trenches, a
total of 54,000 sq.ft. of commercial office space along with 140+ parking spaces was placed on 10
acre site. The project also restored previously degraded inland wetlands on the site.



Dauti Construction – Edona Commons – Newtown, Connecticut: Designed 23 unit affordable
housing plan to minimize impacts on delineated wetland areas. Designed three construction wetland
systems for the treatment of storm water runoff for water quality renovation.



American Dimensions, LLC – New Milford, Connecticut: Redesigned the storm water treatment
systems for a 7 lot residential subdivision. Rain gardens were designed to handle the runoff from all
roof areas and proposed driveways. Each rain garden provided the required Water Quality Volume
and Groundwater Recharge Volume as specified in the 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual. A
Subsurface Gravel Wetland was designed to treat the full Water Quality Volume for runoff from
adjacent roads network which drained through the subject property.



Molitero Residence – New Fairfield, CT: Designed five Bioretention systems to mitigate both
volumetric increases of runoff and address water quality issues for large building addition to single
family residence on Candlewood Lake. Also designed landscape filter strip above lake edge to filter
runoff from up gradient lawn area. Bioretention systems fully infiltrated 5” of rain in 24 hours from
Hurricane Irene in August of 2011. Project was featured in newsletter of Candlewood Lake Authority
to demonstrate the effectiveness of LID treatment systems in a lake environment.



Multiple single-family residences – Design Bioretention systems to mitigate volumetric increases of
runoff due to increases of impervious cover on the lot for large building additions and new
construction including the reduction of volumetric increases up to the 25-yr event (5.7” of rain in 24
hours).

Residential Subdivisions
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Stone Ridge Estates, 59 lot residential open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Town of
Ridgefield)
Oak Knoll, 14 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Mike Forbes)
Ward Acres Farm, 12 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Sturges Brothers, Inc.)
Horblitz Subdivision, 13 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (John Sturges)
McKeon Subdivision, 14 lot conventional subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (McKeon Family
Trust)
High Ridge Estates, 5 lot subdivision in historic district, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Scandia
Construction)
Millstone Court, 7 lot conventional subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Sturges Brothers, Inc.)
Cricklewood Subdivision – 12 lot conventional subdivision, Redding, Connecticut (Jay Aaron)
Spruce Meadows Subdivision – 12 lot conventional subdivision, Wilton, Connecticut (Piburo
Builders)
Noroneke Estates – 12 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (John Sturges)
Lynch Brook Lane – 7 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Sturges Brothers, Inc.)
Ledgebrook Subdivision – 27 lot conventional subdivision, Southbury, Connecticut (Conte Family
Trust, LLC)
Seven Oaks – 19 lot open space subdivision, Ridgefield, Connecticut (Basha Szymanska)
Applewoods – 29 lot conventional subdivision, Bethel, Connecticut (Gene & Joe Nazzaro)

Third Party Engineering Reviews










Groton Open Space Association – Wal-Mart Super center, Mystic Woods Age Restricted
Development, and changes to stormwater standards in the Town of Groton regulations – Groton,
Connecticut. Focus of review was on stormwater management plans to address water quality and
runoff volumes per the CT DEP 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual as well as the adequacy of the
erosion and sedimentation control plan for the proposed development. Project approved with
modifications to stormwater management system to address water quality.
Town of Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission – Star Hill Athletic Complex with focus on
water quality impacts on existing impaired waterway. Focus was on suggesting changes to
stormwater management system to comply with recently adopted Low Impact Development
requirements in the Town of Tolland. Project approved and built with modifications to stormwater
management system to address water quality of post-development runoff.
Town of Newtown Inland Wetlands Commission – Sherman Woods – 38 lot residential
Subdivision with focus on stormwater management and water quality. Review stormwater
management plan for compliance with CT DEP 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual to address water
quality issues being directed to high quality wetland systems. Also review erosion & sedimentation
control plan for adequacy and compliance with CT DEP 2002 Guidelines for Soil Erosion &
Sediment Control. Project withdrawn and not resubmitted.
Town of Winchester Inland Wetlands Commission – 30,000 sq.ft. Commercial building with
grading and stormwater management within 100-yr flood plain. Plan reviewed focused on impacts to
floodway and 100-year flood plain as a result of the placement of significant fill within the flood
plain. Project approved with modifications to stormwater management system.
Town of Southbury Inland Wetlands Commission – 35,000 sq.ft. Medical office building proposed
in close proximity to inland wetlands & watercourses. Review focus on the adequacy of the
stormwater management plan to address water quality and runoff volumes prior to discharge into onsite wetland areas.
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Friends of Litchfield – Stop & Shop proposal on existing retail site proposing an increase of
impervious area of 1 acre directly draining into an aquifer protection area. Focus of review was on
adequacy of stormwater management system to address water quality of runoff and prevent further
off-site adverse impacts. Project approved with minor modifications to stormwater management
system.
The Regency at Ridgefield – Proposal for contractor’s yard on steep slope immediately uphill of
existing pond and wetlands. Project proposed removal of over 45,000 cubic yards of earth and rock
to facilitate construction of building. Focus of review was on adequacy of erosion control and
stormwater management plan to prevent discharges of pollutants to receiving pond. Project denied
citing impacts of stormwater on existing pond.
Friends of Oswegatchie Hills Nature Preserve, Inc. and Save the River, Save the Hills, Inc. –
Review of preliminary site plan for 840 unit of affordable housing on a 230+ acre site directly
adjacent to the Niantic River submitted for a zone change to the Planning and Zoning Commission.
Focus of review was on stormwater management and impacts to down gradient wetlands, including
the Niantic River. Preliminary site plan approval granted with conditions of approval requiring final
plans to address stormwater issues raised by Trinkaus Engineering, LLC.
Save the River, Save the Hills, Inc. – Review of the erosion control plans and stormwater
management plans for 90-acre solar array proposed on core forest in Waterford, Connecticut which
drained directly to first order cold water fishery streams. Provide written comments to Connecticut
Siting Council on behalf of Save the River, Save the Hills (Intervenor). Siting Council denied
project citing erosion and stormwater management issues with the plan.
Town of Brookfield Inland Wetlands Commission – The Enclave at Brookfield, an affordable
housing project with 187 units on 9.8 acres proposing filling of wetland, locating stormwater basin
within inland wetland area and a significant increase of impervious. Review focused on adequacy of
stormwater management system to address water quality, runoff volume and peak rate changes due to
development in accordance with CT DEP 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual and local land use
requirements; review of erosion & sedimentation control plan for compliance with CT DEP 2002
Guidelines for Soil Erosion & Sediment Control and local land use requirements. Offer modifications
to plans to address water quality and runoff volume which applicant accepted resulting in approval of
project.
Town of Brookfield Inland Wetlands Commission and Zoning Commission – The Renaissance,
an affordable housing project with 156 units of 5+ acres adjacent to the Still River replacing existing
development on the site. Review focused on adequacy of stormwater management system to address
water quality, runoff volume and peak rate changes due to development in accordance with CT DEP
2004 Storm Water Quality Manual and local land use requirements; review of erosion &
sedimentation control plan for compliance with CT DEP 2002 Guidelines for Soil Erosion &
Sediment Control and local land use requirements. Additionally, reviewed issues of development in
the floodway and 100-year flood plain of the Still River. Provided modifications to plans to address
water quality and runoff volume which applicant accepted resulting in approval of project.
Town of Brookfield Inland Wetlands Commission – Brookfield Village – Phase II – 12/23 Station
Road proposing commercial space and residential apartments in the “Four Corners of Brookfield”; 70
Stony Hill Road proposing 26 units of affordable housing served by private water and on-site sewage
disposal systems; 468 Federal Road – 280-unit affordable housing project. In all applications, the
review focused on the probable adverse impacts to inland wetlands and watercourse as well as the
adequacy of the erosion control plan and stormwater management plan to treat non-point source
pollutants and runoff volumes to minimize adverse impacts to the receiving inland wetlands and
watercourses. Original application withdrawn after initial review. Provide sketch of modifications
to improve water quality of post-development runoff and minimize direct impacts on inland wetlands.
Application not resubmitted at this time.
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Town of Salisbury Inland Wetlands Commission – Review of multiple applications for residential
development and/or improvements on existing lakes. Issues reviewed were stormwater management
to ensure that water quality of post-development runoff was improved prior to entering lake and that
erosion control plans were appropriate and adequate to prevent eroded material from reaching the
lake or shoreline wetlands.
Branford Citizens for Responsible Development – Review of development plans for Costco Store
and other commercial development on 45 acres in Branford, CT. Review focuses on stormwater
management issues, particularly increased runoff volumes and pollutant loads to be generated by
development and whether the proposed stormwater management proposal would adequately address
the impacts of these two issues. Both the 2004 CT DEP Storm Water Quality Manual and the
Branford Inland Wetland Regulations were used to determine if the plans were compliant with the
applicable standards. The erosion control plan was evaluated for compliance with the CT DEP 2002
Guidelines for Soil Erosion & Sediment Control. Project withdrawn and not resubmitted.
Save our Shelton – Review of development plans for large-scale mixed-use development on 120+
acre site on Bridgeport Avenue. Site contained core forest and high-quality wetland/watercourse
systems. Review focused on stormwater management issues, particularly increased runoff volumes
and pollutant loads to be generated by development and whether the proposed stormwater
management proposal would adequately address the impacts of these two issues. Both the 2004 CT
DEP Storm Water Quality Manual and the Shelton Inland Wetland and Stormwater Regulations were
used to determine if the plans were compliant with the applicable standards. The erosion control
plan was evaluated for compliance with the CT DEP 2002 Guidelines for Soil Erosion & Sediment
Control. Project still in land use process.
Concerned Citizen Group - Roxbury, CT – Review of proposed residential 12-lot subdivision on
steeply sloping site with high quality wetlands and watercourses. Review of all aspects of civil
engineering (site layout, grading, erosion/sediment control, stormwater management, stream crossing
methodology) using the CT DEP 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual and CT DEP 2002 Guidelines
for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control as well as the Town of Roxbury land use regulations and
ordinances and evaluate impacts to wetlands and watercourses. Stormwater management system and
erosion control plans were found to be inadequate to protect the high-quality wetlands and
watercourses from adverse impacts by the Inland Wetlands Commission. Project denied by Inland
Wetlands Commission citing findings from the Trinkaus Engineering, LLC review and other
consultants.
Par Arbors, LLC – Bloomfield, CT – Review of truck storage and dispatch center on agricultural
land with numerous delineated inland wetland/watercourses on the site. Focus of review was on
stormwater management and the adverse effects of increased pollutant loads and runoff volumes on
wetland. Also review adequacy of erosion control plans. Provided testimony at two public
hearings in front of Inland Wetlands Commission. Application to conduct regulated activities was
denied by the commission in July 2019.
Town of Brooklyn – Perform review of stormwater management design with regard to addressing
water quality, runoff volume and downstream impacts of a 51-unit condominium project. Provide
suggestions to design engineer to implement comments in review letter.

Ground Mounted Solar Arrays
 Lodestar Energy – Winchester, CT: Performed all civil engineering for an eight acre
solar array on 100 acre parcel. This work included the access driveway, two wetland
crossings and the design of a stormwater management system for the project. Notable
aspects include: All solar panels are considered impervious area, Soil Class for
hydrologic model was dropped down by 1 to account for compaction by the movement of
vehicles, grass swales with check dams were proposed on the two sides of the array to
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collect runoff and convey to a constructed wetland basin which met the requirements of
the channel protection volume (DEP Manual). All designed comprehensive erosion and
sedimentation control plan with multiple phases. The design of the erosion control plans
and stormwater management plans exceed the requirements found in the CT DEP 2004
Storm Water Quality Manual and the CT DEP 2002 Guidelines for Soil Erosion and
Sediment Control.


GRE – Waterford, CT: Retained by Save-the-River, Save-the-Hills to review the
erosion control plan and stormwater management plan on an environmentally sensitive
site with runoff being directed to cold-water fishery streams which support native trout
populations and drain to Niantic River. Provide civil engineering technical review in
pre-filed testimony to Connecticut Siting Council and testify at Siting Council public
hearing on application.



GRE – East Lyme, CT: Retained by adjacent property owner to evaluate stormwater
impacts from 30 acres ground mounted solar array in legal case for adverse impacts to
wetlands and watercourses. Finding showed that runoff from the site was significantly
under-estimated by the design professional as the panels were not considered impervious
and the changes to soil conditions due to regrading were not considered in the design
which resulted in the failure of the stormwater basins during construction as well as after
the construction was complete.



Other Ground Mounted Solar Projects: I have also reviewed the erosion and
stormwater management plans for ground mounted arrays in Old Lyme,
Brooklyn/Canterbury, New Milford, North Stonington, and East Hampton for compliance
with the standards found in the CT DEP 2004 Storm Water Quality Manual. In all cases,
the stormwater management designs were not in compliance with the DEP Manual.

Commercial Site Plans








Cannondale Corporation Headquarters - Bethel, Connecticut
Village Bank Headquarters – Danbury, Connecticut
Newtown Hardware - Newtown, Connecticut
Amicus Healthcare Living Centers – Rocky Hill, Connecticut
Nathan Hale Office Building – Fairfield, Connecticut
Ridgefield Recreation Center – Ridgefield, Connecticut
Silver Spring Country Clubhouse & Pool house renovations - Ridgefield, Connecticut

Multi-family Projects






64 Wooster Street – 12-unit affordable housing project - Bethel, Connecticut
91 Wooster Street – 13-unit affordable housing project – Bethel, Connecticut
49 Taylor Avenue – 18-unit affordable housing project – Bethel, Connecticut
47 Shelly Road – 9-unit affordable housing project served by private company and on-site sewage
disposal systems – Bethel, Connecticut
1315 Washington Boulevard – 180-unit affordable housing project – Stamford, Connecticut
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On-site sewage disposal systems








Candle Hill Mobile Home Park – Design Subsurface Sewage Disposal Systems for individual
mobile home units. New Milford, Connecticut.
Hemlock Hills Camp Resort – Expansion of campground, design of gravity sanitary sewer and
design of subsurface sewage disposal system to handle 4,800 gpd. Litchfield, Connecticut.
Old Field Condominiums – long term inspection & reporting on the condition of multiple
subsurface sewage disposal systems serving 40 unit condominium complex with design flows in
excess of 15,000 gpd. Southbury, Connecticut.
Thorncrest Farm – Design of on-site sewage disposal system to handle wastewater from milking
operation. Goshen, Connecticut.
Silver Spring Country Club – Design of multiple subsurface sewage disposal systems for private
country club with average daily flow of 7,000 gpd during peak usage season.
Richter Park Golf Course – Design subsurface sewage disposal system to replace existing failed
system for golf club house and year round restaurant with average daily flow of just under 5,000 gpd.
Redding Country Club - Performed soil testing to design a repair to an existing wastewater
management system that was experiencing periodic effluent discharges during high use on very
marginal soil conditions. Utilized oversized grease tanks for kitchen waste and septic tanks to
increase the clarity of the effluent which was discharged by force main to the subsurface sewage
disposal system increase the long term functionality of the system. Discharge rate 4,900 gpd.

General Civil Engineering Projects






Montgomery Residence, 10,000 sq.ft. residence with 2.5 acre pond, Redding, Connecticut.
Neils Different, Design 1 acre pond, Ridgefield, Connecticut.
Anthony DeLuca, Design 2 acre pond, Redding, Connecticut.
Barrett Cram, Design 0.5 acre pond, Redding, Connecticut.
Jay & Eileen Walker Residence, 27,000 sq.ft. residence, Ridgefield, Connecticut.

Athletic Facilities







Kingdome – East Fishkill, NY, Prepare comprehensive site plan for the construction of an airsupported structure covering 7.96 acres of land area. Project also includes the design of 303 parking
spaces, two full size artificial turf baseball fields and three 54-80 artificial turf baseball fields.
Designed all site grading and stormwater management facilities to address water quality volume,
channel protection volume as well as peak rate attenuation for the 1-yr, 2-yr, 10-yr, 25-yr, 50-yr and
100-yr rainfall events.
Tiger Hollow – Ridgefield High School – Phase I, Design and site artificial turf competition field
and track complex. Design access road to provide access to new building containing locker rooms,
concessions, media room, and equipment storage areas. Design all utility connections and obtain
local permits.
Tiger Hollow – Ridgefield High School – Phase II, Prepare Conceptual Development plan for
reconfiguration of existing athletic fields adjacent to the Tiger Hollow stadium.
Joel Barlow High School – Redding, CT, Provide preliminary Master Plan on pro bono basis for
reconfiguration and improvement of existing athletic fields at Joel Barlow in response to Falcon Pride
stadium proposal. Plan was provided to Region 9 Board of Education for general discussion
purposes.
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