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Brooklyn Inland Wetlands Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

Tuesday, September 14, 2021 

Web Ex and In-Person Meeting  

Clifford B. Green Memorial Center 

69 South Main Street 

6:00 p.m.  

 

To join this meeting via the web or phone, follow the below instructions: 

 
Web                                                                                Phone 
www.webex.com                                                        Dial 1-415-655-0001 
On the top right, click Join                                        Enter meeting number 126 058 8201      
Enter meeting information: 126 058 8201            Enter password: 47273884 
Enter meeting password:  gRAPe88439 

Click join meeting 
 
Call to Order: 

 

Roll Call: 

 

Seating of Alternates: 

 

Election of Officers: 

 

Public Commentary: 

 

Additions to Agenda:  

 

Approval of Minutes:  

 

1. Regular Meeting Minutes July 13, 2021.  

 August meeting cancelled due to lack of quorum. 

 
Public Hearings:  

 

1. 071321A A. Kausch & Sons, Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street, Map 37, Lot 17 and Map 37 Lot 20 and 21; 

Wetlands crossing for driveway, 2 residential homes, septic system, well, minor grading.  
 

Old Business: 

 

1. 071321A A. Kausch & Sons, Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street, Map 37, Lot 17 and Map 37 Lot 20 and 21; 

Wetlands crossing for driveway, 2 residential homes, septic system, well, minor grading.  

 

2. 181 Paradise Drive – Shane O’Connor. Complaint. 

 

3. 35 Kara Road – Deborah Love. Complaint. 

 

Communications: 

 

1. Wetlands Agent Monthly Report.  

2.  Budget Update.  

 

Public Commentary: 

 

Adjourn: 

 

Richard Oliverson, Vice Chairman 

http://www.webex.com/










 

 

  July 22, 2021 

    

Re: Church Street / Pomfret Landing Road 

Map 37 Lots 17, 17-1, 20, 21 

 

  

 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

As an abutter of the above mentioned property, you are being notified that an 

application for a Wetlands Crossing has been submitted to the Inland Wetlands and 

Watercourses Commission on behalf of A.Kausch and Sons. 

 

A Public Hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday August 10th at 6:00PM. 

 

To view the full application and more information, please contact the Brooklyn 

Planning Department. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Paul Archer, L.S. 

Archer Surveying 

 

 

 

 

            

   

 

 











Abutters of A. Kausch & Sons  (Map 37 / Lots 17, 17-1, 20 & 21) 

 

Eric & Cory Strandson 

3 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-1 

 

James & Deborah Warren 

9 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-2 

 

Drew & Carla Mizak 

15 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-3 

 

Alan & Heidi Carpenter 

23 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-4 

 

Michael Podzaline &  

Erin King 

27 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-5 

 

OJA Thure 

333 Woods Hill Road 

Pomfret CT  

47/D/5.00 

 

Henry & Sandra Yakey 

353 Searles Road 

Pomfret CT  

47/D/6.00 

 

Henry & Sandra Yakey 

64 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/12 

 

The State of Connecticut 

Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/14 

450 Capitol Ave 

Hartford, CT 06106 

 

 

Douglas & Susan Clark 

42 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/18 

 

Vincent Rossetti 

36 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/19 

 

Jerry & Debra Sullivan 

28 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 0624 

36/44 

 

Brooklyn Manor LLC 

371 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

36/54 

Owner: 46 Pole Bridge Road 

Woodstock, CT 06281 

 

James & Meredith Crabtree 

375 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Tracy Elliot 

46 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Carl & Patricia Maiorino 

426 Church Street 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Sean & Tina Whiteley 

412 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Joseph & Stephanie Pelletier 

420 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Deborah Ethier 

6 Meadowbrook Drive 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Valerie Gamble 

43 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 
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NORTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 

ENGINEERING PLAN REVIEW 
PERTAINING TO A 

3-LOT SUBDIVISION 
(ASSESSOR’S MAP/LOT NOS. 019-37-17, 019-37-20 & 019-37-21) 

CHURCH STREET 
BROOKLYN, CT 

(May 7, 2021) 
 
 
The comments contained herein pertain to my review of plans for a proposed 3-lot residential subdivision located 
on Church Street in Brooklyn, Connecticut, consisting of four (4) sheets, prepared for A. Kausch & Sons by Archer 
Surveying, LLC and CLA Engineers, dated April 10, 2021 and April 30, 2021, respectively.   Also reviewed were the 
CLA Drainage Report of April 2021 and the CLA Wetlands Report, dated May 3, 2021.  Comments pertain to both 
wetlands and planning and zoning concerns. 
 

(Comments in black ink are the Regional Engineer’s May 7, 2021 review comments.) 
(Comments in red ink are the Regional Engineer’s June 24, 2021 review comments 

for the revised plans with revision date of May 10, 2021.) 
 

 
Sheet 1 of 4 – Property Survey Plan 
 
1. Location Map is missing a north arrow. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 
 

2. Note 1 under “Notes” does not include the accuracy of the topographic elevations shown 
on the plan.  The accuracy needs to be included as part of this note. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
3. Zoning criteria is missing on this plan. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
4. A “property line symbol” covers some stone wall symbols but not others in the lots of 

interest.  Why is this so? 
 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 
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5. Wetland delineation certification block and signature of the certified Connecticut soil 
scientist is missing on the plan. 
 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
6. A silt fence, compost/silt sock and/or hay bale sediment control symbol needs to be 

included in the “Legend.” 
 

A symbol has been added to the plan, however it does not match the symbol used on 
Sheets 3 & 4 and needs to be corrected. 

 

Sheets 2 & 3 of 4 – Grading & Site Design Plan 
 
1. The area of disturbed wetlands is not noted on the plan (driveway crossing and underground 

utilities installation).  The areas of disturbance need to be noted on the plan. 

 
Comment has been incorporated in the plan. 
 

2. Underground utilities will disturb wetlands.  The route of the utilities should be shown on the plan. 
 

Underground utilities are not shown on the plan and must be added. 
 
3. Different symbols are used for “Silt Fence.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the plan to 

reflect this. 
 

This discrepancy requires changing the symbol in the Legend on Sheet 1 of 4. 
 
4. The drainage report for this project was also reviewed.  It states that Wetlands Crossing 2 needs 

three (3) 15” pipes.  The site plan and wetland crossing profile only show two (2) pipes.  Therefore, 
an additional pipe needs to be added to the plan and profile along with distances to be maintained 
between the pipes. 

 
Revised drainage calculations demonstrate the adequacy of two pipes and three pipes are not 
necessary. 

 
5. Due to the proposed driveway being finished so close to the level of the wetlands, soil test pits 

should be dug to look for presence of groundwater and mottling, especially within the wetland 
crossings, to further validate the driveway cross section design depicted on Sheet 4 of 4. 
 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 

6. Different symbols are used for “Silt Fence.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the plan to 
reflect this. 

 
Duplicate comment (see #3 above) 
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7. Different symbols are used for “New Property Line.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the 
plan to reflect this. 

 
Comment has not been addressed. 
 

Sheet 4 of 4 – Notes & Construction Details 
 
1. Any reference to CT DOT Form 817 is to be changed to the current Form 818 designation. 

 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

General Comments 
 
2. Even though USDA NRCS soils types with boundaries are included in the wetlands report, they 

should also be included on the project plans. 
 
This comment has not been addressed. 
 

3. An overall plan showing the “new” lot lines should be included in the plan set.  As it is presented 
now, it is difficult to see how the proposed subdivision relates to the existing lot configurations. 
 
This comment has not been addressed. 

 
 
 
 
 

Syl Pauley, Jr., P.E. 
By: _______________________________________ 
          Syl Pauley, Jr., P.E., NECCOG Regional Engineer 

 
 
 























DRAINAGE NARRATI`VE 
 

3-Lot Subdivision 
Church Street, Brooklyn, CT 

Prepared for 
Kausch & Sons, LLC 

 
April 30, 2021 

 
The existing parcels consist of a total of approximately 27 acres of undeveloped woodlands 
located to the west of Church Street in Brooklyn Connecticut. There are inland wetlands 
located in the north and southern parts of the site. 
 
The proposed development consists of 2 residential building lots served by approximately 
950 L.F. of new shared driveway access from Church Street. Presently, storm water in the 
proposed development area drains north to south, exiting the site via the wetlands and 
eventually discharging to the Quinebaug River to the east.  
 
The shared driveway for the building lots is required to cross existing wetlands in three 
locations. The crossing locations have been determined to minimize impact to the wetland. 
The crossing lengths are approximately 50, 75 and 73 feet respectively.   
 
The following determines the size of the drainage culverts required to pass the 25-year 
storm event with inlet control. 
 
Methodology: 
In accordance with the Town of Brooklyn’s Public Improvement Specifications, the site’s 
watershed was analyzed using the Rational method for the 25-year storm. The Rational 
method predicts the peak runoff according to the formula: Q=CiA, where C is a runoff 
coefficient, i is the rainfall intensity, and A is the sub-catchment area. 
 
Rainfall intensities used in the calculations were taken from the Brooklyn (06-0918) 
weather station readings accessed via the NOAA Atlas 14 Point Precipitation Frequency 
website. 
 
DEEP watershed basin boundaries and Connecticut Elevation (Lidar) Data (See SK-1) was 
used to determine the approximate watershed area contributing to each driveway crossing.  
 
The site consists primarily undeveloped woodlands. A run-off coefficient (C) of 0.2 
(Unimproved Surface) was utilized. The Time of Concentration for each catchment was 
determined using the TR-55 method.  
 
 
 
 
 



The peak discharge (Q) for the 25-year storm event was calculated as follows: 
 
Peak Volume (Q) = CiA = 0.2 x 6.11 in/hr x Area (acres) 
 
Hydrograph Reports showing peak volume discharge for each wetland crossing are shown 
in Appendix 1. A summary of the results is shown in the following table. 
 
 

Location Watershed 
Area Tc (Mins) Peak 25-yr 

Volume (cfs) 
Culvert 

Required 
Crossing 1 0.34 20 0.4 1 x 15” 
Crossing 2 13.01 40 9.7 2 x 15” 
Crossing 3 5.77 35 4.6 1 x 15” 

 
 
Using the above results, analysis of each wetland crossing was performed to determine the 
size and number of culverts required to pass the peak volume at a grade consistent with the 
existing wetland.  
 
Hydraflow Express culvert modeler (used in HDS-5 Hydraulic Design of Highway 
Culverts) was used to produce the Culvert Reports in Appendix 2.  
 
The analysis demonstrated that the design culverts at each location have sufficient capacity 
to convey the peak volume.  
 





Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  1 

Wetland Crossing 1

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  0.368 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  20 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  1,105 cuft
Drainage area =  0.345 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  5.339 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  20.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4
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Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  2 

Wetland Crossing 2

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  9.701 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  40 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  58,207 cuft
Drainage area =  13.010 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  3.728 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  40.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4
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Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  3 

Wetland Crossing 3

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  4.643 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  35 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  24,375 cuft
Drainage area =  5.770 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  4.023 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  35.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4

3

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

3.00 3.00

4.00 4.00

5.00 5.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Wetland Crossing 3
Hyd. No. 3 -- 25 Year

  Hyd No. 3

dhayward
Rectangle



Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 1

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  287.80
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  0.21
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  287.85
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  1
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  290.00
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  0.30
Qmax (cfs) =  0.50
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  0.40
Qpipe (cfs) =  0.40
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  0.52
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  0.57
HGL Dn (ft) =  288.55
HGL Up (ft) =  288.55
Hw Elev (ft) =  288.55
Hw/D (ft) =  0.56
Flow Regime =  Outlet Control
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Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 2

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  285.90
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  0.83
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  286.10
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  2
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  288.40
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  9.60
Qmax (cfs) =  9.80
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  9.70
Qpipe (cfs) =  9.70
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  4.33
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  5.13
HGL Dn (ft) =  286.97
HGL Up (ft) =  287.00
Hw Elev (ft) =  287.48
Hw/D (ft) =  1.10
Flow Regime =  Inlet Control
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Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 3

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  287.80
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  6.25
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  289.30
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  1
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  291.00
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  4.50
Qmax (cfs) =  4.70
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  4.60
Qpipe (cfs) =  4.60
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  4.14
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  5.02
HGL Dn (ft) =  288.86
HGL Up (ft) =  290.17
Hw Elev (ft) =  290.63
Hw/D (ft) =  1.06
Flow Regime =  Inlet Control
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Inland Wetlands Agent’s Report  

August 10, 2021 

Public Hearings 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

Date submitted: 7/13/21. 

Date of receipt: 7/13/21. 

Date Public Hearing opens: 8/10/21. 

From the IWWC Regulations: “The hearing shall be completed within 

thirty-five (35) days of its commencement.”   

Deadline to close the public hearing if no extensions are granted: 9/14/21 (Date 

hearing opened: 8/10/21 plus 35 days = 9/14/21). 

Deadline to close the public hearing if maximum (65 day) extensions are granted: 

11/18/21 (9/14/21 deadline to close public hearing plus 65 days =11/18/21). 

At the 7/13/21 IWWC meeting, I was directed by an IWWC member, not the 

chairman, to copy “everything” from the 041321D file, Mr. Andrew Kausch’s 

previous application for Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street, which was 

withdrawn on 7/13/21; I was directed by the same IWWC member to use 

“everything” from the 041321D file to make the “new” file for application number 

071321A, to be received on 7/13/21. 

I reached out to Town Counsel because I was uncomfortable assembling a new 

application for Mr. Kausch and Mr. Paul Archer. I didn’t want to include 

something from the withdrawn application that they didn’t want in the new 

application, nor did I want to accidentally omit something in the withdrawn 

application that they do want in the new application.  

Peter Alter sent the following in part, in an e-mail on 7/15:  

“…..the applicant should determine what of the old filing should be incorporated 
into the new file, you do not have the authority to act on behalf of an applicant. 
You should make the entire file available to the applicant for the applicant to 
determine what of the old application can be applicable to the new one. 
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…… Once the applicant and owner have reviewed the materials and indicated what 
of the old materials are to be included in the new application, you can then treat 
the new application as just that, a new application.  

….. the applicant should keep control of its application. 

…...  I suggest you reach out to the applicant or Mr. Archer, suggest that you want 
to cooperate as ……. directed but that you do not want to make a decision as to 
what is to be included in the “new” application and that you would appreciate 
written communication from the applicant or its professionals as to what is to be 
included from the prior application.” 

In accordance with Peter Alter’s recommendation, I contacted Mr. Kausch and Mr. 

Archer; they met with me in my office and chose the documents from the 

withdrawn application that they wanted to be in the new application.  They 

subsequently submitted additional information to also be included in the new 

application. All materials to be included were verified by Paul Archer on 8/5/21. 

NECCOG review engineer’s unaddressed comments: 

“The revised note on Sheet 2 of 4 leaves out the mention of topsoil 
depth.  Nevertheless, topsoil depths are noted along the proposed driveway where 
the test pits were dug and remain the same as noted in the previously submitted 
drawing.  Furthermore, the term "seasonal high groundwater" has been 
incorporated into the former note, most likely due to observing mottles.  
Accordingly, I recommend that driveway construction be carefully inspected 
concurrently by the Applicant's engineer and a member of town staff, especially 
where wetland crossings occur with variable depths (0" - 16") to seasonal high 
groundwater levels, to ensure that the engineer's driveway design is adhered to 
and minimize the impact this could have on the long-term functionality of the 
driveway.” 

“Even though USDA NRCS soils types with boundaries are included in the wetlands 
report, they should also be included on the project plans.” 

“An overall plan showing the “new” lot lines should be included in the plan set.  As 
it is presented now, it is difficult to see how the proposed subdivision relates to the 
existing lot configurations.” 
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 Old Business 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

181 Paradise Drive – Shane  O’Connor. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands 

violation. 

At the last meeting, IWWC members agreed to do individual drive-by site 

inspection from the road since Mr. Shane O’Connor failed to appear at the 7/13 

meeting and was therefor unable to grant permission for a site walk. 

Mr. O’Connor came to my office on 7/27. He signed a document giving permission 

for IWWC members to do a site walk on his property. He also submitted the plan 

that Chairman Arends had requested at the May 11 meeting. From the 5/11/21 

minutes: 

 

 

Mr. Joseph Theroux’s wetlands delineation report dated 5/24/21 addressed 

wetlands impacts. 

35 Kara Road – Deborah Love. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands violation. 

IWWC Members Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, and Demian Sorrentino 

attended a site walk on 7/20/21 with Mr. Lester Philips. The site walk notes: 

“Brooklyn IW&WC Site Walk  
Date: 7/20/21 Scheduled Time: 5:15PM  
Location: 35 Kara Road Owner: Deborah S. Love  
Attendees: Demian Sorrentino, Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, Lester Philips  
It is determined that no quorum is present.  
Commissioners gathered in the driveway and met the owner’s husband Lester 
Phillips. Site walk started at 5:20PM. Commissioners viewed the recently placed fill 
material at the top of the hill and the embankment down towards the southerly 
abutter’s property. Mr. Philips guided commissioners down the hill to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook, commissioners observed the logs on the ground and 
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wood chips on the berm. Commissioners then walked around the westerly pond, 
then back between the ponds where they observed a portion of the gravel path 
had had been eroded. Commissioners observed the driveway at the end of Kara 
drive that is covered in concrete. Commissioners walked back to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook and observed the location where surface water drains 
from this flat area into the riparian wetlands, then walked back up the bank to the 
parking area.  
Site walk ended at 5:38PM.  
Respectfully Submitted – Demian A. Sorrentino, IW&WC Member.” 

95 Bunny Lane – David Jarvis. An Agent Approval was issued on 7/29/21. 
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Inland Wetlands Agent’s Report  

September 14, 2021 

Public Hearings 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

Date submitted: 7/13/21. 

Date of receipt: 7/13/21. 

Date Public Hearing opens: 9/14/21. 

From the IWWC Regulations: “The hearing shall be completed within 

thirty-five (35) days of its commencement.”   

Deadline to close the public hearing if no extensions are granted: 9/14/21 (Date 

hearing opened: 9/14/21 plus 35 days =10/19/21). 

Deadline to close the public hearing if maximum (65 day) extensions are granted: 

12/23/21 (10/19/21 deadline to close public hearing plus 65 days =12/23/21). 

At the 7/13/21 IWWC meeting, I was directed by an IWWC member, not the 

chairman, to copy “everything” from the 041321D file, Mr. Andrew Kausch’s 

previous application for Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street, which was 

withdrawn on 7/13/21; I was directed by the same IWWC member to use 

“everything” from the 041321D file to make the “new” file for application number 

071321A, to be received on 7/13/21. 

I reached out to Town Counsel because I was uncomfortable assembling a new 

application for Mr. Kausch and Mr. Paul Archer. I didn’t want to include 

something from the withdrawn application that they didn’t want in the new 

application, nor did I want to accidentally omit something in the withdrawn 

application that they do want in the new application.  

Peter Alter sent the following in part, in an e-mail on 7/15:  

“…..the applicant should determine what of the old filing should be incorporated 
into the new file, you do not have the authority to act on behalf of an applicant. 
You should make the entire file available to the applicant for the applicant to 
determine what of the old application can be applicable to the new one. 
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…… Once the applicant and owner have reviewed the materials and indicated what 
of the old materials are to be included in the new application, you can then treat 
the new application as just that, a new application.  

….. the applicant should keep control of its application. 

…...  I suggest you reach out to the applicant or Mr. Archer, suggest that you want 
to cooperate as ……. directed but that you do not want to make a decision as to 
what is to be included in the “new” application and that you would appreciate 
written communication from the applicant or its professionals as to what is to be 
included from the prior application.” 

In accordance with Peter Alter’s recommendation, I contacted Mr. Kausch and Mr. 

Archer; they met with me in my office and chose the documents from the 

withdrawn application that they wanted to be in the new application.  They 

subsequently submitted additional information to also be included in the new 

application. All materials to be included were verified by Paul Archer on 8/5/21. 

NECCOG review engineer’s unaddressed comments: 

“The revised note on Sheet 2 of 4 leaves out the mention of topsoil 
depth.  Nevertheless, topsoil depths are noted along the proposed driveway where 
the test pits were dug and remain the same as noted in the previously submitted 
drawing.  Furthermore, the term "seasonal high groundwater" has been 
incorporated into the former note, most likely due to observing mottles.  
Accordingly, I recommend that driveway construction be carefully inspected 
concurrently by the Applicant's engineer and a member of town staff, especially 
where wetland crossings occur with variable depths (0" - 16") to seasonal high 
groundwater levels, to ensure that the engineer's driveway design is adhered to 
and minimize the impact this could have on the long-term functionality of the 
driveway.” 

“Even though USDA NRCS soils types with boundaries are included in the wetlands 
report, they should also be included on the project plans.” 

“An overall plan showing the “new” lot lines should be included in the plan set.  As 
it is presented now, it is difficult to see how the proposed subdivision relates to the 
existing lot configurations.” 

 

 



 

3 
 

 Old Business 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

181 Paradise Drive – Shane  O’Connor. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands 

violation. 

At the last meeting, IWWC members agreed to do individual drive-by site 

inspection from the road since Mr. Shane O’Connor failed to appear at the 7/13 

meeting and was therefore unable to grant permission for a site walk. 

Mr. O’Connor came to my office on 7/27. He signed a document giving permission 

for IWWC members to do a site walk on his property. He also submitted the plan 

that Chairman Arends had requested at the May 11 meeting. From the 5/11/21 

minutes: 

 

 

Mr. Joseph Theroux’s wetlands delineation report dated 5/24/21 addressed 

wetlands impacts. 

At this point, the house is being sold to Mr. Ken Demers. Mr. Demers understands 

that he needs a site plan if he wishes to build an addition or do any other site work. 

He will hire a surveyor to locate the wetlands flags. He has asked me to do an 

inspection to remove two hazardous trees, which I have scheduled.  

I recommend issuing a closed Order to Remediate. 

35 Kara Road – Deborah Love. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands violation. 

IWWC Members Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, and Demian Sorrentino 

attended a site walk on 7/20/21 with Mr. Lester Philips. The site walk notes: 

“Brooklyn IW&WC Site Walk  
Date: 7/20/21 Scheduled Time: 5:15PM  
Location: 35 Kara Road Owner: Deborah S. Love  
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Attendees: Demian Sorrentino, Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, Lester Philips  
It is determined that no quorum is present.  
Commissioners gathered in the driveway and met the owner’s husband Lester 
Phillips. Site walk started at 5:20PM. Commissioners viewed the recently placed fill 
material at the top of the hill and the embankment down towards the southerly 
abutter’s property. Mr. Philips guided commissioners down the hill to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook, commissioners observed the logs on the ground and 
wood chips on the berm. Commissioners then walked around the westerly pond, 
then back between the ponds where they observed a portion of the gravel path 
had had been eroded. Commissioners observed the driveway at the end of Kara 
drive that is covered in concrete. Commissioners walked back to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook and observed the location where surface water drains 
from this flat area into the riparian wetlands, then walked back up the bank to the 
parking area.  
Site walk ended at 5:38PM.  
Respectfully Submitted – Demian A. Sorrentino, IW&WC Member.” 

The Commission may wish to ask Mr. Philips whether he intends to move the fill 

around on the site. What are his intentions regarding the final resting place of the 

fill? 

The Commission may wish to consider 2 options: 

The fill appears to be approximately 130 feet from the wetlands associated with 

Creamery Brook. An after-the fact permit is one option.  

If the Commission feels that the fill is stable and poses no threat to the wetlands on 

site, and there is no plan to spread the fill closer to wetlands, issuing a closed 

Cease & desist Order is a second option. 

95 Bunny Lane – David Jarvis. An Agent Approval was issued on 7/29/21. 

Brown Road; Map 34. Lot 31 - Jared Chviek. Complaint. 

On 8/16/21, I received an e-mailed complaint about the work being done on site. I 

forwarded the e-mail to the IWWC members. Jim Paquin responded, and I sent this 

as a follow-up email: 



 

5 
 

“I will take some photos today. I also forwarded the email to Tom Rukstela 

regarding any impacts the work may or may not have on the Town right-of-way. 

Whether or not the gate is on private property or on Town land is not for me to 

decide. The grading beside the road is also an issue for Tommy. 

 Please refer to pages 8 & 9 in the attached minutes from May 11. In the third 

paragraph from the end of the section on Brown Road on page 9, Demian and you 

mention that Mr. Chviek should submit something like a plan showing what work is 

proposed and where it is proposed. Maybe at the 9/14 meeting this can be 

discussed and the Commission may want to recommend that I send Mr. Chviek a 

letter requesting whatever the Commission decides is needed.” 

317 Day Street – Kenzie Patterson. Wetlands Violation.  

Please refer to the inspection report, photos and marked-up site plan in the 

attachments to the agenda. I am seeking guidance from the IWWC members as to 

whether you would like me to take the friendly approach and seek voluntary 

compliance by asking the Pattersons to move their yard waste pile further away 

from wetlands, which should be relatively easy, or if you want me to issue a Notice 

of Violation for the record. 

 



Inland Wetlands-Wages-Recordin1005.41.4163.51900 $1,200.00 $0.00 $150.00 $1,050.00 $0.00 $1,050.00 87.50%
Inland Wetlands-Legal Fees1005.41.4163.53020 $3,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Professional A1005.41.4163.53200 $65.00 $0.00 $0.00 $65.00 $0.00 $65.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Professional S1005.41.4163.53400 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Advertising & 1005.41.4163.55400 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Printing & Pub1005.41.4163.55500 $100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $100.00 $0.00 $100.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Other Supplies1005.41.4163.56900 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00%

End of Report

$5,865.00 $0.00 $150.00 $5,715.00 $0.00 $5,715.00Grand Total: 97.44%
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8/31/2021To Date:

GL Budget Range To Date YTD Balance Encumbrance Budget Balance % Bud
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Description

Filter Encumbrance Detail by Date RangeSubtotal by Collapse Mask
Exclude Inactive Accounts with zero balance

Printed: 09/13/2021 8:01:41 AM rptGLGenRptReport: 2021.2.13 Page: 1



DRAINAGE NARRATI`VE 
 

3-Lot Subdivision 
Church Street, Brooklyn, CT 

Prepared for 
Kausch & Sons, LLC 

 
April 30, 2021 

 
The existing parcels consist of a total of approximately 27 acres of undeveloped woodlands 
located to the west of Church Street in Brooklyn Connecticut. There are inland wetlands 
located in the north and southern parts of the site. 
 
The proposed development consists of 2 residential building lots served by approximately 
950 L.F. of new shared driveway access from Church Street. Presently, storm water in the 
proposed development area drains north to south, exiting the site via the wetlands and 
eventually discharging to the Quinebaug River to the east.  
 
The shared driveway for the building lots is required to cross existing wetlands in three 
locations. The crossing locations have been determined to minimize impact to the wetland. 
The crossing lengths are approximately 50, 75 and 73 feet respectively.   
 
The following determines the size of the drainage culverts required to pass the 25-year 
storm event with inlet control. 
 
Methodology: 
In accordance with the Town of Brooklyn’s Public Improvement Specifications, the site’s 
watershed was analyzed using the Rational method for the 25-year storm. The Rational 
method predicts the peak runoff according to the formula: Q=CiA, where C is a runoff 
coefficient, i is the rainfall intensity, and A is the sub-catchment area. 
 
Rainfall intensities used in the calculations were taken from the Brooklyn (06-0918) 
weather station readings accessed via the NOAA Atlas 14 Point Precipitation Frequency 
website. 
 
DEEP watershed basin boundaries and Connecticut Elevation (Lidar) Data (See SK-1) was 
used to determine the approximate watershed area contributing to each driveway crossing.  
 
The site consists primarily undeveloped woodlands. A run-off coefficient (C) of 0.2 
(Unimproved Surface) was utilized. The Time of Concentration for each catchment was 
determined using the TR-55 method.  
 
 
 
 
 



The peak discharge (Q) for the 25-year storm event was calculated as follows: 
 
Peak Volume (Q) = CiA = 0.2 x 6.11 in/hr x Area (acres) 
 
Hydrograph Reports showing peak volume discharge for each wetland crossing are shown 
in Appendix 1. A summary of the results is shown in the following table. 
 
 

Location Watershed 
Area Tc (Mins) Peak 25-yr 

Volume (cfs) 
Culvert 

Required 
Crossing 1 0.34 20 0.4 1 x 15” 
Crossing 2 13.01 40 9.7 2 x 15” 
Crossing 3 5.77 35 4.6 1 x 15” 

 
 
Using the above results, analysis of each wetland crossing was performed to determine the 
size and number of culverts required to pass the peak volume at a grade consistent with the 
existing wetland.  
 
Hydraflow Express culvert modeler (used in HDS-5 Hydraulic Design of Highway 
Culverts) was used to produce the Culvert Reports in Appendix 2.  
 
The analysis demonstrated that the design culverts at each location have sufficient capacity 
to convey the peak volume.  
 





Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  1 

Wetland Crossing 1

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  0.368 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  20 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  1,105 cuft
Drainage area =  0.345 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  5.339 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  20.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4
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Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  2 

Wetland Crossing 2

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  9.701 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  40 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  58,207 cuft
Drainage area =  13.010 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  3.728 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  40.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4
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Hydrograph Report
Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Monday, Apr 5, 2021

Hyd. No.  3 

Wetland Crossing 3

Hydrograph type =  Rational Peak discharge =  4.643 cfs
Storm frequency =  25 yrs Time to peak =  35 min
Time interval =  1  min Hyd. volume =  24,375 cuft
Drainage area =  5.770 ac Runoff coeff. =  0.2
Intensity =  4.023 in/hr Tc by TR55 =  35.00 min
IDF Curve =  6639 Church_St.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact =  1/4
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Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 1

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  287.80
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  0.21
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  287.85
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  1
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  290.00
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  0.30
Qmax (cfs) =  0.50
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  0.40
Qpipe (cfs) =  0.40
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  0.52
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  0.57
HGL Dn (ft) =  288.55
HGL Up (ft) =  288.55
Hw Elev (ft) =  288.55
Hw/D (ft) =  0.56
Flow Regime =  Outlet Control
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Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 2

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  285.90
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  0.83
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  286.10
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  2
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  288.40
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  9.60
Qmax (cfs) =  9.80
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  9.70
Qpipe (cfs) =  9.70
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  4.33
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  5.13
HGL Dn (ft) =  286.97
HGL Up (ft) =  287.00
Hw Elev (ft) =  287.48
Hw/D (ft) =  1.10
Flow Regime =  Inlet Control
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Culvert Report
Hydraflow Express Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. Friday, Apr 30 2021

Wetland Crossing 3

Invert Elev Dn (ft) =  287.80
Pipe Length (ft) =  24.00
Slope (%) =  6.25
Invert Elev Up (ft) =  289.30
Rise (in) =  15.0
Shape =  Cir
Span (in) =  15.0
No. Barrels =  1
n-Value =  0.012
Inlet Edge =  Projecting
Coeff. K,M,c,Y,k =  0.0045, 2, 0.0317, 0.69, 0.5

Embankment
Top Elevation (ft) =  291.00
Top Width (ft) =  12.00
Crest Width (ft) =  50.00

Calculations
Qmin (cfs) =  4.50
Qmax (cfs) =  4.70
Tailwater Elev (ft) =  (dc+D)/2

Highlighted
Qtotal (cfs) =  4.60
Qpipe (cfs) =  4.60
Qovertop (cfs) =  0.00
Veloc Dn (ft/s) =  4.14
Veloc Up (ft/s) =  5.02
HGL Dn (ft) =  288.86
HGL Up (ft) =  290.17
Hw Elev (ft) =  290.63
Hw/D (ft) =  1.06
Flow Regime =  Inlet Control
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Abutters of A. Kausch & Sons  (Map 37 / Lots 17, 17-1, 20 & 21) 

 

Eric & Cory Strandson 

3 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-1 

 

James & Deborah Warren 

9 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-2 

 

Drew & Carla Mizak 

15 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-3 

 

Alan & Heidi Carpenter 

23 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-4 

 

Michael Podzaline &  

Erin King 

27 White Brook Drive 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/22-5 

 

OJA Thure 

333 Woods Hill Road 

Pomfret CT  

47/D/5.00 

 

Henry & Sandra Yakey 

353 Searles Road 

Pomfret CT  

47/D/6.00 

 

Henry & Sandra Yakey 

64 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/12 

 

The State of Connecticut 

Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/14 

450 Capitol Ave 

Hartford, CT 06106 

 

 

Douglas & Susan Clark 

42 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/18 

 

Vincent Rossetti 

36 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

37/19 

 

Jerry & Debra Sullivan 

28 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn CT 0624 

36/44 

 

Brooklyn Manor LLC 

371 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

36/54 

Owner: 46 Pole Bridge Road 

Woodstock, CT 06281 

 

James & Meredith Crabtree 

375 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Tracy Elliot 

46 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Carl & Patricia Maiorino 

426 Church Street 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Sean & Tina Whiteley 

412 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Joseph & Stephanie Pelletier 

420 Church Street 

Brooklyn CT 06234 

 

Deborah Ethier 

6 Meadowbrook Drive 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 

 

Valerie Gamble 

43 Pomfret Landing Road 

Brooklyn, CT 06234 











 

 

  August 24, 2021 

    

Re: Church Street / Pomfret Landing Road 

Map 37 Lots 17, 17-1, 20, 21 

 

  

 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

As an abutter of the above mentioned property, you are being notified that an 

application for a Wetlands Crossing has been submitted to the Inland Wetlands and 

Watercourses Commission on behalf of A.Kausch and Sons. 

 

A Public Hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday September 14th at 6:00PM. 

 

To view the full application and more information, please contact the Brooklyn 

Planning Department. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Paul Archer, L.S. 

Archer Surveying 

 

 

 

 

            

   

 

 



Photos emailed on 8/27/21 by Andrew Kausch 

 

 

 



Photos emailed on 8/27/21 by Andrew Kausch 

 

 

 

 











 

 

  July 22, 2021 

    

Re: Church Street / Pomfret Landing Road 

Map 37 Lots 17, 17-1, 20, 21 

 

  

 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

As an abutter of the above mentioned property, you are being notified that an 

application for a Wetlands Crossing has been submitted to the Inland Wetlands and 

Watercourses Commission on behalf of A.Kausch and Sons. 

 

A Public Hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday August 10th at 6:00PM. 

 

To view the full application and more information, please contact the Brooklyn 

Planning Department. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Paul Archer, L.S. 

Archer Surveying 
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NORTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 

ENGINEERING PLAN REVIEW 
PERTAINING TO A 

3-LOT SUBDIVISION 
(ASSESSOR’S MAP/LOT NOS. 019-37-17, 019-37-20 & 019-37-21) 

CHURCH STREET 
BROOKLYN, CT 

(May 7, 2021) 
 
 
The comments contained herein pertain to my review of plans for a proposed 3-lot residential subdivision located 
on Church Street in Brooklyn, Connecticut, consisting of four (4) sheets, prepared for A. Kausch & Sons by Archer 
Surveying, LLC and CLA Engineers, dated April 10, 2021 and April 30, 2021, respectively.   Also reviewed were the 
CLA Drainage Report of April 2021 and the CLA Wetlands Report, dated May 3, 2021.  Comments pertain to both 
wetlands and planning and zoning concerns. 
 

(Comments in black ink are the Regional Engineer’s May 7, 2021 review comments.) 
(Comments in red ink are the Regional Engineer’s June 24, 2021 review comments 

for the revised plans with revision date of May 10, 2021.) 
 

 
Sheet 1 of 4 – Property Survey Plan 
 
1. Location Map is missing a north arrow. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 
 

2. Note 1 under “Notes” does not include the accuracy of the topographic elevations shown 
on the plan.  The accuracy needs to be included as part of this note. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
3. Zoning criteria is missing on this plan. 

 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
4. A “property line symbol” covers some stone wall symbols but not others in the lots of 

interest.  Why is this so? 
 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 
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5. Wetland delineation certification block and signature of the certified Connecticut soil 
scientist is missing on the plan. 
 
Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 
6. A silt fence, compost/silt sock and/or hay bale sediment control symbol needs to be 

included in the “Legend.” 
 

A symbol has been added to the plan, however it does not match the symbol used on 
Sheets 3 & 4 and needs to be corrected. 

 

Sheets 2 & 3 of 4 – Grading & Site Design Plan 
 
1. The area of disturbed wetlands is not noted on the plan (driveway crossing and underground 

utilities installation).  The areas of disturbance need to be noted on the plan. 

 
Comment has been incorporated in the plan. 
 

2. Underground utilities will disturb wetlands.  The route of the utilities should be shown on the plan. 
 

Underground utilities are not shown on the plan and must be added. 
 
3. Different symbols are used for “Silt Fence.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the plan to 

reflect this. 
 

This discrepancy requires changing the symbol in the Legend on Sheet 1 of 4. 
 
4. The drainage report for this project was also reviewed.  It states that Wetlands Crossing 2 needs 

three (3) 15” pipes.  The site plan and wetland crossing profile only show two (2) pipes.  Therefore, 
an additional pipe needs to be added to the plan and profile along with distances to be maintained 
between the pipes. 

 
Revised drainage calculations demonstrate the adequacy of two pipes and three pipes are not 
necessary. 

 
5. Due to the proposed driveway being finished so close to the level of the wetlands, soil test pits 

should be dug to look for presence of groundwater and mottling, especially within the wetland 
crossings, to further validate the driveway cross section design depicted on Sheet 4 of 4. 
 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

 

6. Different symbols are used for “Silt Fence.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the plan to 
reflect this. 

 
Duplicate comment (see #3 above) 
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7. Different symbols are used for “New Property Line.”  Use one symbol only and make changes to the 
plan to reflect this. 

 
Comment has not been addressed. 
 

Sheet 4 of 4 – Notes & Construction Details 
 
1. Any reference to CT DOT Form 817 is to be changed to the current Form 818 designation. 

 

Comment has been incorporated into the plan. 

General Comments 
 
2. Even though USDA NRCS soils types with boundaries are included in the wetlands report, they 

should also be included on the project plans. 
 
This comment has not been addressed. 
 

3. An overall plan showing the “new” lot lines should be included in the plan set.  As it is presented 
now, it is difficult to see how the proposed subdivision relates to the existing lot configurations. 
 
This comment has not been addressed. 

 
 
 
 
 

Syl Pauley, Jr., P.E. 
By: _______________________________________ 
          Syl Pauley, Jr., P.E., NECCOG Regional Engineer 
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Inland Wetlands Agent’s Report  

September 14, 2021 

Public Hearings 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

Date submitted: 7/13/21. 

Date of receipt: 7/13/21. 

Date Public Hearing opens: 9/14/21. 

From the IWWC Regulations: “The hearing shall be completed within 

thirty-five (35) days of its commencement.”   

Deadline to close the public hearing if no extensions are granted: 9/14/21 (Date 

hearing opened: 9/14/21 plus 35 days =10/19/21). 

Deadline to close the public hearing if maximum (65 day) extensions are granted: 

12/23/21 (10/19/21 deadline to close public hearing plus 65 days =12/23/21). 

At the 7/13/21 IWWC meeting, I was directed by an IWWC member, not the 

chairman, to copy “everything” from the 041321D file, Mr. Andrew Kausch’s 

previous application for Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street, which was 

withdrawn on 7/13/21; I was directed by the same IWWC member to use 

“everything” from the 041321D file to make the “new” file for application number 

071321A, to be received on 7/13/21. 

I reached out to Town Counsel because I was uncomfortable assembling a new 

application for Mr. Kausch and Mr. Paul Archer. I didn’t want to include 

something from the withdrawn application that they didn’t want in the new 

application, nor did I want to accidentally omit something in the withdrawn 

application that they do want in the new application.  

Peter Alter sent the following in part, in an e-mail on 7/15:  

“…..the applicant should determine what of the old filing should be incorporated 
into the new file, you do not have the authority to act on behalf of an applicant. 
You should make the entire file available to the applicant for the applicant to 
determine what of the old application can be applicable to the new one. 
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…… Once the applicant and owner have reviewed the materials and indicated what 
of the old materials are to be included in the new application, you can then treat 
the new application as just that, a new application.  

….. the applicant should keep control of its application. 

…...  I suggest you reach out to the applicant or Mr. Archer, suggest that you want 
to cooperate as ……. directed but that you do not want to make a decision as to 
what is to be included in the “new” application and that you would appreciate 
written communication from the applicant or its professionals as to what is to be 
included from the prior application.” 

In accordance with Peter Alter’s recommendation, I contacted Mr. Kausch and Mr. 

Archer; they met with me in my office and chose the documents from the 

withdrawn application that they wanted to be in the new application.  They 

subsequently submitted additional information to also be included in the new 

application. All materials to be included were verified by Paul Archer on 8/5/21. 

NECCOG review engineer’s unaddressed comments: 

“The revised note on Sheet 2 of 4 leaves out the mention of topsoil 
depth.  Nevertheless, topsoil depths are noted along the proposed driveway where 
the test pits were dug and remain the same as noted in the previously submitted 
drawing.  Furthermore, the term "seasonal high groundwater" has been 
incorporated into the former note, most likely due to observing mottles.  
Accordingly, I recommend that driveway construction be carefully inspected 
concurrently by the Applicant's engineer and a member of town staff, especially 
where wetland crossings occur with variable depths (0" - 16") to seasonal high 
groundwater levels, to ensure that the engineer's driveway design is adhered to 
and minimize the impact this could have on the long-term functionality of the 
driveway.” 

“Even though USDA NRCS soils types with boundaries are included in the wetlands 
report, they should also be included on the project plans.” 

“An overall plan showing the “new” lot lines should be included in the plan set.  As 
it is presented now, it is difficult to see how the proposed subdivision relates to the 
existing lot configurations.” 
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 Old Business 

071321A Pomfret Landing Road/Church Street – Andrew Kausch. 

181 Paradise Drive – Shane  O’Connor. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands 

violation. 

At the last meeting, IWWC members agreed to do individual drive-by site 

inspection from the road since Mr. Shane O’Connor failed to appear at the 7/13 

meeting and was therefore unable to grant permission for a site walk. 

Mr. O’Connor came to my office on 7/27. He signed a document giving permission 

for IWWC members to do a site walk on his property. He also submitted the plan 

that Chairman Arends had requested at the May 11 meeting. From the 5/11/21 

minutes: 

 

 

Mr. Joseph Theroux’s wetlands delineation report dated 5/24/21 addressed 

wetlands impacts. 

At this point, the house is being sold to Mr. Ken Demers. Mr. Demers understands 

that he needs a site plan if he wishes to build an addition or do any other site work. 

He will hire a surveyor to locate the wetlands flags. He has asked me to do an 

inspection to remove two hazardous trees, which I have scheduled.  

I recommend issuing a closed Order to Remediate. 

35 Kara Road – Deborah Love. Show Cause Hearing for wetlands violation. 

IWWC Members Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, and Demian Sorrentino 

attended a site walk on 7/20/21 with Mr. Lester Philips. The site walk notes: 

“Brooklyn IW&WC Site Walk  
Date: 7/20/21 Scheduled Time: 5:15PM  
Location: 35 Kara Road Owner: Deborah S. Love  
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Attendees: Demian Sorrentino, Jason Burgess, Richard Oliverson, Lester Philips  
It is determined that no quorum is present.  
Commissioners gathered in the driveway and met the owner’s husband Lester 
Phillips. Site walk started at 5:20PM. Commissioners viewed the recently placed fill 
material at the top of the hill and the embankment down towards the southerly 
abutter’s property. Mr. Philips guided commissioners down the hill to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook, commissioners observed the logs on the ground and 
wood chips on the berm. Commissioners then walked around the westerly pond, 
then back between the ponds where they observed a portion of the gravel path 
had had been eroded. Commissioners observed the driveway at the end of Kara 
drive that is covered in concrete. Commissioners walked back to the flat area 
adjacent Creamery Brook and observed the location where surface water drains 
from this flat area into the riparian wetlands, then walked back up the bank to the 
parking area.  
Site walk ended at 5:38PM.  
Respectfully Submitted – Demian A. Sorrentino, IW&WC Member.” 

The Commission may wish to ask Mr. Philips whether he intends to move the fill 

around on the site. What are his intentions regarding the final resting place of the 

fill? 

The Commission may wish to consider 2 options: 

The fill appears to be approximately 130 feet from the wetlands associated with 

Creamery Brook. An after-the fact permit is one option.  

If the Commission feels that the fill is stable and poses no threat to the wetlands on 

site, and there is no plan to spread the fill closer to wetlands, issuing a closed 

Cease & desist Order is a second option. 

95 Bunny Lane – David Jarvis. An Agent Approval was issued on 7/29/21. 

Brown Road; Map 34. Lot 31 - Jared Chviek. Complaint. 

On 8/16/21, I received an e-mailed complaint about the work being done on site. I 

forwarded the e-mail to the IWWC members. Jim Paquin responded, and I sent this 

as a follow-up email: 
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“I will take some photos today. I also forwarded the email to Tom Rukstela 

regarding any impacts the work may or may not have on the Town right-of-way. 

Whether or not the gate is on private property or on Town land is not for me to 

decide. The grading beside the road is also an issue for Tommy. 

 Please refer to pages 8 & 9 in the attached minutes from May 11. In the third 

paragraph from the end of the section on Brown Road on page 9, Demian and you 

mention that Mr. Chviek should submit something like a plan showing what work is 

proposed and where it is proposed. Maybe at the 9/14 meeting this can be 

discussed and the Commission may want to recommend that I send Mr. Chviek a 

letter requesting whatever the Commission decides is needed.” 

317 Day Street – Kenzie Patterson. Wetlands Violation.  

Please refer to the inspection report, photos and marked-up site plan in the 

attachments to the agenda. I am seeking guidance from the IWWC members as to 

whether you would like me to take the friendly approach and seek voluntary 

compliance by asking the Pattersons to move their yard waste pile further away 

from wetlands, which should be relatively easy, or if you want me to issue a Notice 

of Violation for the record. 

 



Inland Wetlands-Wages-Recordin1005.41.4163.51900 $1,200.00 $0.00 $150.00 $1,050.00 $0.00 $1,050.00 87.50%
Inland Wetlands-Legal Fees1005.41.4163.53020 $3,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Professional A1005.41.4163.53200 $65.00 $0.00 $0.00 $65.00 $0.00 $65.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Professional S1005.41.4163.53400 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Advertising & 1005.41.4163.55400 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Printing & Pub1005.41.4163.55500 $100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $100.00 $0.00 $100.00 100.00%
Inland Wetlands-Other Supplies1005.41.4163.56900 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.00%

End of Report

$5,865.00 $0.00 $150.00 $5,715.00 $0.00 $5,715.00Grand Total: 97.44%

Town of Brooklyn
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Expenditure Report 8/1/2021From Date:
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GL Budget Range To Date YTD Balance Encumbrance Budget Balance % Bud

Print accounts with zero balanceInclude pre encumbrance

Description

Filter Encumbrance Detail by Date RangeSubtotal by Collapse Mask
Exclude Inactive Accounts with zero balance
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