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

www.tighebond.com

13-0328-027-01
September 2, 2020

Mr. Richard Jacobson
Environmental Protection Officer
Town of Darien
2 Renshaw Road
Darien, Connecticut 06820

Re: 49 Birch Road Engineering Review

Dear Mr. Jacobson:

In accordance with our proposal dated August 26, 2020, we have reviewed the application to the 
Environmental Protection Commission for the proposed pool, patio, and future pool house to be 
constructed at the rear of the property at 49 Birch Road.   

The applicant proposes to construct a pool, patio and future pool house at the rear of the residential 
property at 49 Birch Road.  The property is bisected by Tokeneke Brook, with the existing 
residential structure located on the east side, and the proposed improvements located on the west 
side.  There are two small bridges to facilitate access over the brook.  The northerly bridge will be 
removed temporarily, and a temporary stream crossing consisting of two 18-inch culverts and a 
steel plate will be installed to facilitate construction vehicle access.

The proposed improvements will take place in the upland review area, although the proposed 
construction access and stream crossing work will occur in wetland areas.

Tighe & Bond visited the site with the Town Land Use Director and Town Environmental Protection 
Officer on September 2, 2020.

Our review was focused on the application’s consistency with the Town of Darien Zoning 
Regulations (DZR), specifically Section 870 (Sediment and Erosion Control), and Section 880 
(Stormwater Management), and the Town’s Inland Wetlands Regulations.

There are no regulatory floodplains associated with Tokeneke Brook, therefore, the Town’s 
floodplain management regulations do not apply.

Basis of Review
Our review is based on the following documents:

1. Environmental Protection Commission Application for Permission to Conduct a Regulated 
Activity within an Inland Wetland or Watercourse area in the Town of Darien, dated July 
28, 2020.

2. “Proposed Site Plan, Roemer Residence, 49 Birch Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 1 of 
2, prepared by DiVesta Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated July 17, 2020.

3. “Details, Roemer Residence, 49 Birch Road, Darien, Connecticut,” Drawing 2 of 2, prepared 
by DiVesta Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated July 17, 2020.

4. “Proposed Site Plan,” drawing SP, prepared by PB Architects, dated March 15, 2020, revised 
July 28, 2020.
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5. “Zoning Location and Topographic Survey, 49 Birch Road, Darien, Connecticut, prepared 
for Eric Roemer, and Meghan Thornton,” prepared by William W. Seymour & Associates, 
PC, dated May 5, 2020.

6. “Site Engineering Report, Roemer Residence, 49 Birch Road, Darien, Connecticut,” 
prepared by DiVesta Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated July 2020.

7. “Environmental Assessment of Wetland and Watercourse Area Located at 49 Birch Road, 
Darien, CT,” prepared by Aleksandra Moch, June 20, 2020.

8. HydroCAD report, prepared by DiVesta Civil Engineering Associates, Inc., dated July 14, 
2020.

Review Comments
The proposed improvements are located in the upland review area, with the pool being placed right 
up to the rear setback line.  The proposed crossing occurs at the narrowest point of the 
watercourse, which is also directly aligned with the driveway, and is the location of a wooden 
footbridge.  A second bridge exists on the property, at the inlet to the pond, and is aligned with 
the middle of the house, making access more difficult.  Therefore, the location of the proposed 
temporary crossing appears to be the most feasible and prudent alternative.

Based upon our review, more information is needed to determine if the application meets the 
requirements of the Town’s stormwater management and erosion control regulations.  We offer 
the following comments:

A. General Comments
1. The application references a “future pool house”.  Reviewing the proposed construction 

sequence in the Engineering Report, it seems that the intent is to build the pool and future 
pool house slab in the near term and remove the proposed stream crossing.  Will a future 
stream crossing be required to complete the pool house, or will the existing footbridge be 
used?

2. Indicate the vertical datum of the drawings on Drawing 1 of 1.

3. The application form indicates that there will be no disturbance of the regulated area (within 
wetlands or watercourse), but a stream crossing of the watercourse and a construction 
access road is proposed in the wetlands.  Identify the area of disturbance.

4. The plans also call for removing and relocating the playscape.  Due to the location of the 
setback, wetland limit line, and pool, the area available for the playscape will be limited, 
and should be shown now because most of the property is within the upland review area.

5. Drawing 1 of 1 shows the pool water and sewer force main dead-ending on the east side 
of the bridge.  Where will these connect?  We assume the pool water would connect to the 
house plumbing after the meter, and the force main would connect to the house plumbing 
or the sanitary sewer lateral.  Please confirm.

6. General Comment:  Stream crossings are also subject to jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers and Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection.  Since 
the wetland and watercourse disturbance area is less than 5,000 square feet, the project 
is likely eligible for Self Verification Notification to both agencies.  Self-Verification is a 
notification to the agencies regarding the project and does not require formal review.  There 
is no submission fee for Self-Verification.  Please refer to the USACE Connecticut General 
Permit for details, specifically Appendix B, Condition 15 for Temporary Fill and Appendix G 
for Temporary Crossings in Non-Tidal Streams:
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https://www.nae.usace.army.mil/portals/74/docs/regulatory/StateGeneralPermits/C
T/Connecticut_General_Permits-August_2016.pdf

B. Stormwater Management
The applicant has submitted a stormwater management plan as required by DZR 880.b.1.  The 
Site Engineering report documents runoff conditions from the 2, 10, 25 and 50 year design storms, 
and indicates no increase in peak flow in accordance with DZR 881.

The applicant’s engineer proposes underground stormwater chambers to infiltrate runoff and 
attenuate peak flow rates from the site.  The existing grade over the proposed Cultec system is 
elevation 129.0.  The deep test hole log shows that although no groundwater was observed, 
mottling was observed at 22 inches deep, which is elevation 127.17.  Mottling is a sign of seasonally 
high groundwater.  The proposed bottom of the system is at 128.15, which is in accordance with 
the Town Drainage Manual.

1. The summation of post-development areas in the HydroCAD model is 26,611 square feet, 
while the pre-development area total is 25,811 square feet, a difference of exactly 800 
square feet.  Both pre-development and post-development areas should be the same.

2. Provide a watershed map that shows the delineation of the watershed areas in the 
HydroCAD report.

3. The HydroCAD model shows a slight increase in peak flow for the 50-year storm event, 
2.66 cfs pre-existing vs. 2.70 cfs proposed.  This may be resolved depending on the 
response to comment B1 above.

4. On Drawing 1 of 2, the Deep Test Hole Log references Deep Test Hole #200, but it is not 
shown on the plans.  We have assumed Deep Test Hole #200 is DTH #1 shown on the plan 
view.  Modify the call outs for consistency.

5. Provide water quality volume computations for the disturbed portion of the site.

6. A temporary crossing of the existing watercourse consisting of twin 18 inch HDPE pipes 
with a steel plate is proposed.

a. Design the temporary crossing in accordance with the Temporary Hydraulic 
Facilities Design Procedure in the CTDOT Drainage Manual, Chapter 6.

b. Provide a detail of the temporary pipes and the steel plate.  Confirm with the pipe 
manufacturer that the pipes could support the weight of the steel plate plus the 
vehicular loading above.  Our experience has been that at least 2 feet of crushed 
stone above the pipe will be needed to develop sufficient strength.

c. The Typical Utility Brook Crossing Detail on Drawing 2 of 2 shows pool water supply 
and the future pool house grinder pump force main.  Should electric be included as 
well?

d. The plans call for removing the existing wooden bridge and reinstalling it in the 
same location after construction.  Where will the bridge be stored during 
construction?

7. The junction box detail on Drawing 2 of 2 notes the bottom of the 24” CPP shall be placed 
into a concrete footing.  Show the footing and its dimensions on the detail.

C. Sediment and Erosion Control
DZR 870 identifies requirements for sediment controls, and refers to the 2002 Connecticut Erosion 
and Sediment Guidelines.  In general, the proposed controls are appropriately placed, but need 
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some minor modifications to confirm conformance with DZR 870 and Section 7.5 of the Town’s 
Inland Wetlands Regulations.

1. A proposed combination haybale and silt fence barrier is proposed along the top of the 
bank.  This fence runs into the flagged wetland area.  Could the fence be moved so that it 
runs along the wetland boundary to the proposed access driveway, and then run easterly 
along the south side of the driveway?

2. Install a similar combination silt fence/haybale barrier on the west side of the crossing to 
intercept silt that may run off from the construction entrance.  This may already be 
described in the Engineering Report’s Sediment and Erosion Control Narrative, where “At 
the end of the workday, and weekend and during rain events, staked haybales are to b 
installed at the construction entrance to reduce runoff from entering Tokeneke Brook or 
the pond.”  Show the controls with the appropriate note.

3. Drawing 2 of 2 shows a Soil Stockpiling and a Temporary Dewatering Pit/Soil Stockpile Ring 
Detail.

a. The soil stockpile area shown on Drawing 1 of 2 has a 10 foot radius.  Assuming 
that 18 cubic yards of material were waiting to be loaded into a dump truck, and 
that a 1 foot buffer would be around the inside of the silt fence, using the volume 
of a right cone, the resultant pile would be a little over 7 feet high, and 8 feet wide 
at the base.  The Soil Stockpile Detail shows a maximum slope of 2H:1V, therefore 
the maximum stockpile height can be only 4 feet high.  Review the stockpile size 
and confirm assumptions regarding the amount of stockpiled material.

b. The Temporary Dewatering Pit/Soil Stockpile Ring Detail on Drawing 2 of 2 shows 
a 20’ radius, but the plan view in the enlargement on Drawing 1 of 2 shows that 
the area is a 20’ x 15’ rectangle.  Revise the detail accordingly.

c. Confirm the sizing of the dewatering pit with the Pump Intake and Outlet Protection 
measure in the 2002 Connecticut Erosion and Sediment Guidelines, Page 5-13-3.  
We recommend separating the pump discharge dewatering from the soil stockpile 
dewatering to avoid inadvertently re-saturating stockpiled materials that are being 
dewatered.

4. Drawing 1 of 2 calls out tree protection for the 30” Maple, but the stockpile area is close to 
the 20” Maple, and shall also be similarly protected.

We will be present at the October 7 hearing of the Environmental Protection Commission and 
Planning and Zoning Commission to present our findings and address questions the Commissions 
may have.

Very truly yours,

TIGHE & BOND, INC.

Joseph Canas, PE, LEED AP, CFM
Principal Engineer

Copy: Richard Jacobson, Town of Darien Environmental Protection Officer
Doug DiVesta, DiVesta Civil Engineering Consultants

J:\D\D0328 Town of Darien DPW\027_49 Birch Road\Correspondence\Outgoing\D0328-027 2020_09-02 letter 49 birch 
review.docx


