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WESTPORT, CONNECTICUT 
 

FLOOD & EROSION CONTROL BOARD 
TOWN HALL, 110 MYRTLE AVENUE 
WESTPORT, CONNECTICUT 06880 
(203) 341 1120    www.westportct.gov 

 
 

MINUTES 
 
Flood & Erosion Control Board Meeting of September 3, 2025  
 
Present for the Board: Ricardo Ceballos, PE (Chair) 
 Robert Aldrich 
 Tania Dimyan  
 Clarinda Higgins  
 
Present for Department of Public Works: Edward Gill, Engineer I  
  
 

 
Ricardo Ceballos, Chair, opened the meeting at 7:30 pm. 
 
 

Public Hearing 
 

 
1. 26 Beachside Avenue / WPL-12162-25; Application of Robert Marx on behalf of the 

owner, Fiona Garland, to construct a new single-family residence, pool, and patio.  The 
proposed activity is within the WPL area of Greens Farms Brook. 

 
The application was presented by Robert Marx of Roger Ferris and Partners, on behalf 
of the owner, Fiona Garland. 
 
There was a question from the Board regarding sedimentation and erosion controls. 
 
Per the Chair’s request, Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that the drainage report had been submitted with the application but was not 
sent to the Engineering Department for review.  He noted that he had partially reviewed 
the drainage and found no issues, but if any additional issues were found during such a 
review, the drainage may need to be revised if necessary.  He recommended approval. 
 
The Chair asked if there were any questions from the Public.  There were none.  
 
The Board voted to close the public hearing and went into work session.   
 
The following Standard Conditions of Approval were deemed necessary: 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 
10, 11, and 12. 
 
DECISION: Proposed Project Approved, 4(Y)-0(N). 
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2. 30 Beachside Avenue / WPL-12163-25; Application of Robert Marx on behalf of 
the owner, 30 Beachside Avenue Owner LLC, to construct a new single-family residence 
and pool.  The proposed activity is within the WPL area of Greens Farms Brook. 
 
The application was presented by Robert Marx of Roger Ferris and Partners, on behalf 
of the owner, 30 Beachside Avenue Owner LLC. 
 
Per the Chair’s request, Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that similar to the last application, the drainage report had been submitted with 
the application but was not sent to the Engineering Department for review.  He noted 
that he had partially reviewed the drainage and found no issues, but if any additional 
issues were found during such a review, the drainage may need to be revised if necessary.  
He recommended approval. 
 
The Chair asked if there were any questions from the Public.  There were none.  
 
The Board voted to close the hearing and went into work session.   
 
The following Standard Conditions of Approval were deemed necessary: 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 
10, 11, and 12. 
 
DECISION: Proposed Project Approved, 4(Y)-0(N). 

 
 

3. 41 Jennie Lane / WPL-12187-25; Application of Tracy Chalifoux on behalf of the 
owners, Lisa Mileto and Todd Morrison, for an after the fact permit for fill within 
regulated areas, proposed plantings, removal of invasive species, and patio within 
wetland setbacks.  The activity is within the WPL area of an unnamed tributary to the 
Sherwood Mill Pond. 
 
The application was presented by Tracy Chalifoux, Kathy Porier, and Steven Danzer, on 
behalf of the owners, Lisa Mileto and Todd Morrison. 
 
There were questions from the Board regarding the contours on the plan presented, the 
plantings in the wetlands, and the phragmites on the site. 
 
Per the Chair’s request, Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that the plans presented by the applicant had not been submitted with the 
original application and he had not had time to review them, but that with the plans 
submitted, there was clearly a disagreement between two surveyors who had provided 
the original and the final surveys of the property.  The discrepancies between the surveys 
make an accurate assessment of the grading that the applicant is seeking to legalize 
difficult to determine.  As such, he would recommend that the Board not approve the 
application until the applicant could address the discrepancies between the topographic 
surveys submitted.   
 
There were additional questions from the Board regarding planting within the wetlands, 
and the timing on submission of additional materials.   
 
The Board discussed continuing the application to allow for the applicant to address the 
Engineering comments. 
 
DECISION: Proposed Project Continued, 4(Y)-0(N). 
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4. Edgemarth Hill Roadway / WPL-12191-25; Application of LANDTECH on behalf 
of the owner, The Edgemarth Hill Road Association Inc., to repave and grade an existing 
private road with associated stormwater improvements.  The proposed activity is 
partially within the WPL area of an unnamed tributary to Pussy Willow Brook. 

 
The application was presented by Curt Lowenstein of LANDTECH, on behalf of the 
owner, The Edgemarth Hill Road Association Inc. 
 
Per the Chair’s request Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that the repaving of the road did not require the Board’s review or approval, and 
the only proposed work that did was the proposed drainage system.  He said that the 
proposed drainage was a conveyance system rather than an infiltration system, so the 
main concern was maintaining a similar time of concentration downstream to prevent 
peak flow rates from increasing by changing the time the peak hit the watercourse, which 
the design had shown would not be significantly changed.  He also noted that system 
was designed for the 25-year storm, the erosion controls at the outlet were designed for 
the 100-year storm, and the proposed bioswale between the outlet and the watercourse 
provide more water quality treatment than the road runoff receives today.  He noted that 
some additional information could be shown by the design engineer including a 
hydraulic grade line analysis, and that the existing drainage paths in the surrounding 
properties, including swales, ditches, and pipes, were not proposed to be connected to 
the proposed drainage, and the proposed drainage was not sized for those to be 
connected, so that would not be allowed or approved by the Flood Board under this 
application.  As such, he recommended approval.   
 
Mr. Gill also said that he had received multiple letters the day of the meeting that were 
addressed to the Board but had not been submitted with adequate time to upload to the 
website or distribute to the Board.  He read the letters into the record, including a letter 
from Green and Gross, P.C., on behalf of Nicholas Hatsiandrou of 9 Edgemarth Hill 
Road, a letter from Action Title Research to Attorney Green and Attorney Laske, and a 
letter from Pullman & Comley in response to Green and Gross, P.C. 
 
The Board discussed the issue of ownership, and agreed that while the issue itself was 
outside of the Board’s purview, they should request a response from the Town Attorney 
regarding whether or not they should make a determination on an application with an 
ownership dispute.  They also noted that they were not interested in hearing public 
comment on the property ownership issues.   
 
The Chair asked if there were any questions from the Public.   
 
Attorney Joel Green, speaking on behalf of Nicholas Hatsiandrou of 11 Edgemarth Hill 
Road (sic), asked if the public hearing would be held open, so he could address issues 
related to drainage and grading at a later date. 
 
Mr. Gill responded that he would encourage any comments related to drainage be raised 
at this hearing, as those did pertain to the Flood Board and had nothing to do with the 
ownership question that the Board said was the reason for continuing the application.   
 
Curt Lowenstein responded that to put off comments related to drainage until after other 
unrelated issues were addressed was a stalling tactic and it would be inappropriate for 
anyone to withhold concerns they already have for a future meeting if they have nothing 
to do with the ownership question. 
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Attorney Green responded that the ownership of the roadway should have been 
addressed prior to LANDTECH preparing the survey for this application.  He also said 
that there was missing detail and data for the proposed bioswale including dimensions, 
soil media, infiltration soil testing, and that should be considered for an informed 
discussion of the drainage at the next meeting. 
 
Sanette Monginho of 11 Edgemarth Hill Road asked if Attorney Green could clarify 
which property he was representing.   
 
Attorney Green specified that he represented Nicholas Hatsiandrou and asked if that 
was at 9 or 11 Edgemarth Hill Road. 
 
Nicholas Hatsiandrou of 9 Edgemarth Hill Road said that he was one of five homeowners 
opposed to everything discussed, and asked if he should proceed with comments related 
to drainage. 
 
The Chair said he thought the Board should continue all discussions to the next meeting.   
 
Mr. Hatsiandrou said he would limit discussion to drainage.  He said that the grading 
would create problems, that there would be blasting that would cause problems, that 
there were footing drain problems from 16 Edgemarth Hill Road that cause problems in 
the past but had been fixed and no longer needed to be addressed, that the water 
problems were being caused by construction sites and pools, that he owns a pond at the 
bottom of the hill that Edgemarth Hill Road drains to, and that the road had no right to 
direct water onto his property.  He said that they had no issues with drainage from 16 
Edgemarth Hill Road anymore due to drainage installed on that property, that blasting 
and removal of trees at 11 Edgemarth Hill Road had prevented freezing of water on the 
roadway, and that he had concerns regarding flooding and the cost of the project.  He 
also said that nobody had proved that no additional water was proposed to be directed 
to his property. 
 
Teresa Papadopoulos of 119 Greens Farms Road said she was concerned about the new 
catch basins, and said she did not understand how the new basins would not send more 
water to the pond on her property.  She also did not understand the need for the 
proposed drainage and was concerned that the proposed drainage would introduce new 
water to the pond.   
 
Mr. Gill responded to prior comments regarding drainage systems on the surrounding 
properties, the drainage being proposed, and the details that would and would not be 
necessary to approve the type of drainage being proposed, and that anecdotal evidence 
of when drainage does or does not work can also be impacted by the specific weather 
conditions and rainfall being experienced. 
 
A participant in the meeting attempted to provide comments but no audio came through, 
so Mr. Gill encouraged that if they had comments to provide, they could provide them 
in writing prior to the next meeting if the Board continued the application, and could 
also provide their comments at the next meeting if they could address the technical 
problems occurring.   
 
Nicholas Hatsiandrou of 11 Edgemarth Hill Road said that he wanted it on record that 
the applicant did not have the right to submit an application on behalf of the road.  He 
also said that the issues related to freezing did not occur in the last year, and had been 
solved.  He said he did not appreciate pontificating on how his ideologies about drainage 
work, and he wanted to ask what the surge would be from the proposed drainage, how 
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many gallons a minute would flow from it, how it will be conveyed downstream, and how 
much surcharge would be conveyed through the system. 
 
The Chair said he wanted to wait until the ownership was resolved.  The Board discussed 
what was and was not within their purview.   
 
Mr. Lowenstein said that relying on ownership issues outside of the Board’s purview to 
delay the application would be unfair to the applicant.   
 
The Chair said the Board needed a response to the ownership issues from the Town 
Attorney, and the public hearing would be held open until the next meeting. 

 
DECISION: Proposed Project Continued, 4(Y)-0(N). 
 

 
5. 62 Old Road / WPL-12192-25;  Application of Franco Iannone on behalf of the 

owner, Stefano Martini, to construct a new in-ground swimming pool, patio, subsurface 
stormwater drainage, retaining walls, and sunroom.  The proposed activity is partially 
within the WPL area of an unnamed tributary to New Creek. 
 
The application was presented by Franco Iannone of R.I. Pools and Mark Ochman of 
Ochman Associates, Inc., on behalf of the owner, Stefano Martini. 
 
Per the Chair’s request, Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that the site had some constraints to contend with including the small area 
available for development and the suboptimal soil conditions, but that the proposed rain 
gardens did provide adequate stormwater drainage to comply with Town requirements, 
and he recommended approval.   
 
Mr. Gill noted that he had received comments from a neighboring property at 11 Maple 
Avenue North, which he had discussed with the owners of that property, but which 
included concerns about the possible impacts of the proposed pool on the existing 
flooding conditions on their property. 
 
There were questions from the Board regarding the proposed plantings. 
 
The Board voted to close the hearing and went into work session.   
 
The following Standard Conditions of Approval were deemed necessary: 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 
10, 11, and 12. 
 
DECISION: Proposed Project Approved, 4(Y)-0(N). 
 
 

6. 7 Compo Beach Road / WPL-12193-25; Application of Bryan Nesteriak on behalf 
of the owner, Danielle Yormak, to construct a hot tub and patio surround.  The proposed 
activity is within the WPL area of Gray’s Creek. 
 
The application was presented by Bryan Nesteriak on behalf of the owners, Danielle and 
Jake Yormak.  
 
Per the Chair’s request, Edward Gill summarized the Engineering Department’s review.  
He said that there were no drainage requirements, there was no proposed grading, and 
the activity depicted had no FEMA requirements, so he would recommend approval. 



Flood & Erosion Control Board Minutes of 09/03/2025 

6 

 
The Chair asked if there were and questions from the Public.  There were none.   
 
The Board voted to close the hearing and went into work session.   
 
The following Standard Conditions of Approval were deemed necessary: 8, 9, 10, 11, and 
12. 
 
DECISION: Proposed Project Approved, 4(Y)-0(N). 

 

Discussion 
 
Edward Gill said that the approval of the application for the development of the Hamlet by the 
Flood Board had been petitioned for review and reversal by the RTM.  Mr. Gill said he was not 
sure what reasons the petitioners had, but the petition would be heard by the RTM Environment 
Committee on Thursday, September 11th, and by the full RTM on Thursday, September 25th.  They 
could review the Flood Board’s decision and reverse the decision if they felt that was necessary. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:00 pm.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Ricardo Ceballos, PE, Chair 
Flood & Erosion Control Board  
 
RC/eamg  
 
Cc: First Selectwoman, Town Attorney, Public Works Director, Planning & Zoning Director, 

Conservation Director, RTM Moderator, Chair of RTM Environment Committee, Chair of 
RTM Public Works Committee, Applicants, minutes@westportct.gov 
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