
1000 Bridgeport Avenue, Floor 3     •     Shelton, CT 06484     •     Tel 203.712.1100

www.tighebond.com

13-0328-031-01
February 22, 2021

Mr. Jeremy Ginsberg, AICP
Land Use Director
Town of Darien
2 Renshaw Road
Darien, Connecticut  06820

Re: Felix F. Callari, Inc. (BMW of Darien)
140 Ledge Road
Engineering Review

Dear Mr. Ginsberg:

We received a response from Redniss & Mead, Inc., to our comments dated January 29, 2021 
on the stormwater and sediment and erosion control aspects of the application to construct a 
new service building and other related site improvements at 140 Ledge Road.  We have 
reviewed the responses to our comments.  We have repeated our comments form our January 
29, 2021 letter below, with the disposition of each comment following in bold type.

Our review shows that all of our comments have been sufficiently addressed for us to conclude 
that the proposed stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans comply 
with the Darien Zoning Regulations.

Basis of Review
Our review was based upon the following documents:

1. Town of Darien Planning and Zoning Commission Application Form, 140 Ledge Road.

2. “Site Engineering Report, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Felix F. Callari, Inc.,” prepared by 
Redniss & Mead, Inc., dated October 28, 2020, revised February 9, 2021.

3. “Zoning Site Plan Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix F. 
Callari, Inc.,” Drawing ZSP-1, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 
2020, revised February 9, 2021.

4. “Grading Plan Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix F. Callari, 
Inc.,” Drawing SE-1, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 2020.

5. “Drainage and Utility Plan Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for 
Felix F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-2, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 
21, 2020, revised February 9, 2021.

6. “Sediment and Erosion Control Plan Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, 
prepared for Felix F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-3, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., 
dated December 21, 2020, revised February 9, 2021.

7. “Details (Sheet 1 of 4) Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix 
F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-4, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 
2020, revised February 9, 2021.
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8. “Details (Sheet 2 of 4) Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix 
F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-5, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 
2020, revised February 9, 2021.

9. “Details (Sheet 3 of 4) Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix 
F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-6, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 
2020, revised February 9, 2021.

10. “Details (Sheet 4 of 4) Depicting 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien CT, prepared for Felix 
F. Callari, Inc.,” Drawing SE-7, prepared by Redniss & Mead Inc., dated December 21, 
2020, revised February 9, 2021.

11. “Planting Plan, Prepared for Felix F. Callari, Inc., 136-140 Ledge Road, Darien, 
Connecticut,” Drawing 1 of 2, prepared by William Kenny Associates, LLC, dated 
October 28, 2020, revised December 23, 2020.

12. “Planting Details and Specifications, Prepared for Felix F. Callari, Inc., 136-140 Ledge 
Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 2 of 2, prepared by William Kenny Associates, 
LLC, dated October 28, 2020, revised December 23, 2020.

13. “New Service, First Floor Plan, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Connecticut,” 
Drawing A101, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated December 15, 2020.

14. “New Service, Parking Deck Floor Plan, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, 
Connecticut,” Drawing A102, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated December 
15, 2020.

15. “New Service Elevations, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 
A200, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated December 15, 2020.

16. “New Service Elevations, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 
A201, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated December 15, 2020.

17. “Showroom First Floor, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 
A101, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated October 29, 2020.

18. “Showroom Second Floor/Expansion, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, 
Connecticut,” Drawing A102, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated October 29, 
2020.

19. “Showroom Expansion Elevations, BMW Darien, 140 Ledge Road, Darien, Connecticut,” 
Drawing A200, prepared by Claris Construction, Inc., dated October 29, 2020.

Review Comments
In general, the applicant has prepared a purposeful stormwater management and sediment 
and erosion control design that places the application on the right track toward compliance 
with DZR 870 and 880.  Our review indicated that a few small adjustments and clarifications 
are necessary to confirm compliance with DZR 870 and 880.  Our comments are as follows:

A. Stormwater Management
The applicant prepared a detailed stormwater management report as required by DZR 880b, 
proposing storm drainage systems that will collect runoff from the parking lots and buildings 
and discharge it to new underground infiltration chambers and an existing detention basin.  
The chambers and basin will attenuate peak runoff.  The additional chambers will also increase 
groundwater recharge and improve water quality.
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The applicant’s engineer is employing the “fresh meadow” approach as the basis of its existing 
conditions analysis as described in DZR 883a.  Since there are already existing detention 
measures on the site, conformance with the fresh meadow approach described in DZR 883a 
is not mandatory, but aligns with DZR 881h.  DZR 881h encourages applicants to exceed the 
minimum drainage standards, representing a forward-looking, proactive approach that will 
serve the site and adjacent downstream properties well as observed rainfall frequencies 
increase.  Additionally, the applicant’s engineer is utilizing the more stringent NOAA Atlas 14 
precipitation values than the values prescribed in the Darien Stormwater Management 
Manual.  Both the adoption of the fresh meadow approach and the stricter NOAA Atlas 14 
provide a more conservative analysis than what the regulations require.

The comparative hydrology analysis considered the downstream impacts of the proposed 
improvements, as required by DZR 884, including a detailed assessment of the potential 
impacts along Cummings Brook.  The assessment concluded that there would be no impact 
on the peak flow rate in Cummings Brook.  We agree with the applicant’s engineer’s 
assessment.

We also note that the application will reduce impervious coverage by 3,458 square feet, which 
is consistent with the Town’s goals as required by the Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection’s General Permit for the Discharge of Stormwater from Small 
Municipal Storm Sewer Systems (MS4).

During the course of our review, we observed minor inconsistencies with the regulations, or 
areas where some additional clarity is warranted.

1. Confirm that all service activities will occur within the designated service buildings, as 
captured runoff from “hot spot” activities should not be infiltrated, per DZR 885.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The applicant’s engineer has confirmed 
that all service activities will be confined to the new service building.

2. Drawing SE-7 contains test pit information.  The subheading labels for two of the test 
pits do not correspond to the test pit number in the table.  For example, the table 
subheaded “Test Pit Data (TP#3)”, lists Test Pit # 5 in the table.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The subheading labels for all the test pits 
have been revised to correspond the test pit numbering.

3. For the 48” Gallery detail on Drawing SE-7, is filter fabric around the entirety of the 
stone envelope warranted?

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The detail has been revised to show a 
nonwoven filter fabric around the stone envelope surrounding the gallery 
system.

4. Outlet control structures, called stormwater metering manholes, are proposed to 
maximize storage within the underground infiltration systems.  Details appear on 
Drawing SE-6.

a. For the metering manholes, is a support beneath the proposed pipe tees 
warranted?  We reviewed 15” x 15” x 15” tee dimensions for various 
manufacturers, and noted that the proposed tee could be up to 33 inches long.
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02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The metering manhole details 
have been revised to include a concrete bench beneath the tee for 
support.

b. The detail lists a 90 degree elbow, but we believe this should be a tee to allow 
the cap and riser.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The metering manhole details 
have been revised to show a 15” pipe tee.

5. The proposed drainage system connects to existing outlets along Cummings Brook, 
utilizing existing outlets, as recommended by DZR 881e.

a. Confirm stability at the outlets of the existing 12” PVC and 18” RCP pipes 
along Cummings Brook.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The applicant’s engineer 
provided photos confirming stability at the existing 12” PVC and 18” 
RCP outlets.

b. What is the condition of the existing pipes?  Consider videotaping to confirm 
conditions.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  Drawing SE-2 has been revised 
to include a note for the contractor to clean and scope the existing 
12”PVC, and to replace if warranted.

6. The HydroCAD computations indicate that the peak elevation inside Infiltration 
System #3 will be 50.40 during the 25-year storm, placing the outlet from Oil Grit 
Separator #3 under two feet of water.  Will the backwater re-suspend or otherwise 
negatively impact the operation of the Oil Grit Separator?  A similar condition will 
occur at the other two oil grit separators as well.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The applicant’s engineer has provided 
information from the manufacturer, and further clarified that the internal 
weir will be set higher than the tailwater elevation to avoid resuspending 
captured sediment.

7. There appears to be a discrepancy between the plans and computations with respect 
to the outlet invert from Infiltration System #1.  The plans list the outlet invert at 
47.25, while the computations list it as 48.10.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The intent of the reverse-pitched outlet 
pipe from Infiltration System #1 has been clarified.

8. Confirm that all floor drains will drain into an oil/grit separator.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The response clarifies that all internal 
floor drains will discharge to an oil/grit separator connected to the sanitary 
sewer system.

9. Provide a hydraulic analysis of the storm drainage system consistent with DZR 
882.f.7, along with supporting maps and subwatershed computations as required by 
DZR 882.f.
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02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The requested hydraulic analysis of the 
proposed storm drain system has been provided, and meets the 
requirements of DZR 882.f.

10. The proposed vehicle wash system may require its own independent oil / grit 
separator and a General Permit for Discharges from Miscellaneous Industrial Users 
(MIU GP) from the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection1.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The applicant’s engineer is aware of the 
requirement.

11. On the south side of the proposed addition, it appears as if the roof leader will 
discharge to an area drain, which will in turn discharge into the roof leader system of 
the existing sales/showroom building.  We do not recommend connecting area drains 
into roof leader systems because of the potential for clogging.  Can the area drain 
discharge to the west toward the proposed trench drain system?

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  We understand the rationale provided 
by the applicant’s engineer that the system would fail at the trench drain 
before it fails inside the building.  We still believe it is preferable to not 
connect the area drain to the roof drainage system to avoid clogging a 
network that is generally inaccessible, but there is no requirement that this 
be done.

12. Provide a stormwater maintenance and operation plan as required by DZR 881f, and 
sign and seal in accordance with DZR 881g.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  A stormwater maintenance and 
operation plan has been included in the Engineering Report.  

13. The 24” Junction Box will serve as the outlet from the Ledge Road Detention Basin.  
Has the box been checked for resistance to buoyancy?

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  Although the junction box is completely 
in earth, it will be in a potentially saturated zone adjacent to the pond, which 
may result in buoyancy.  A simple volumetric and density computation 
indicates that even if the water level were at the grate, the weight of the 
structure would exceed the volume of the structure displaced, therefore the 
structure would not float.

14. The proposed underground chamber systems include volume beneath the lowest 
outlet that will be infiltrated.  No credit has been taken for the infiltration of 
stormwater in the hydrologic computations, providing for a more conservative 
analysis.  The provided infiltration systems are consistent with the water quality 
requirements of DZR 881c.  However, draw down computations are required to 
ensure that the full volume of the chambers is available within 72 hours.  Percolation 
tests will be necessary to determine the appropriate draw down rate.  We note the 
text in the report referenced meeting the 72-hour draw down time, but could not find 
the supporting computations in the documents.

1https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/DEEP/Permits_and_Licenses/Water_Discharge_General_Permits/miugp.pdf
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02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  Drawdown computations have been 
provided.

Sediment and Erosion Control
DZR 870 governs Sediment and Erosion Controls, and incorporates the 2002 Connecticut 
Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines by reference.  In general, the concept presented on 
the Sediment and Erosion Control Plans aligns with the overall concepts of DZR 870, but 
additional information is needed for clarity.  We offer the following comments:

1. Provide more specificity with respect to the phasing.  Will the storm drainage system 
be installed with “Phase 2:  Build New Service Building In Back”?  If so, how will the 
proposed infiltration chambers be protected?

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The applicant’s engineer has clarified the 
construction sequence shown on the plans.

2. Review the phasing narrative and revise the phasing sequence to align with the 
phasing callouts on the plan.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The phasing narrative and has been 
revised as requested.

3. Consider placing check dams in the swale that will be developed between the proposed 
slope and the Middlesex Commons property line to enhance sediment capture before 
flow reaches the proposed catch basin.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  Check dams have been added as 
requested.

General Comments
1. Notes 6 and 23 on Drawing ZSP-1 references Connecticut Department of 

Transportation Form 817.  Effective January 2020, Form 817 has been superseded by 
Form 818.  This comment also applies to other locations in the documents that 
reference Form 818.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  References to Form 817 have been 
updated to Form 818.

2. Note 14 on Drawing ZSP-1 references the “Engineering Bureau”.  We believe that this 
should be “Planning and Zoning Department”.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The reference has been updated as 
requested.

3. The High Concrete Curb Detail on Drawing SE-4 references pavement callouts, which 
are different than those shown in the Asphalt Pavement Detail.

02/22/2021:  Comment addressed.  The concrete curb detail has been 
updated as requested.
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We will be present before the Commission at its March 2, 2021 hearing to answer questions 
regarding our review.

Very truly yours,

TIGHE & BOND, INC.

Joseph Canas, PE, LEED AP, CFM
Principal Engineer
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