APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

February 14, 2006 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Walter Slavin
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Inland Wetlands Agent
Public hearings were held prior to the meeting.

At 8:40 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-142-SP-SRSummary Ruling application to permit regulatedatés in the upland
review area in conjunction with Special Permit égadion to construct a 20-unit multi-
family development on 5.16 acres of land locate@baBGrove Streetadjacent to existing
commercial building in the B-2 zone. Owner/Appk: Grove Ridgefield, LLC. Auth. Agent:
Artel Engineering Group, LLCReceived 10/11/05, walked 10/16/05, 11/6/05 and 1/22/06,
public hearing commenced 12/6/05, continued 1/17/06, 1/31/06, 2/7/06 and 2/14/06. 35-day
action period ends 3/2106. For action.

Dr. Autuori motioned to table discussion on thentseconded by Mr. Fossi. There was
some discussion about the need to table the itéitmmost Board members wanting
additional time to review the discussion and doauisiéor the application.

The motion passed 7-2, with Dr. Gelfman and Mr.zZ<giposed.

2. #2005-165-PDSummary Ruling application for pond dredging onpamy located at
31Country Club Roadin the RAA zone. Owner: Stephen and Mary HickspAputh.
Agent: Nazzaro, Ind5-day action period ends 2/9/06, extension granted to 2/14/06.
Received 12/6/05, tabled 1/4/06, walked 1/8/06, tabled 1/10/06.Draft Resolution of Approval
requested 2/7/06. For action.

Dr. Autuorimotioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to approve thetdesolution prepared by the
Agent. The Agent suggested adding a conditionanfg that a continuous row of boulders
around the pond was not desirable, and to referdrgcproposed plan for “intermittent
boulders” to allow wildlife migration into the pond

The motion passed, with the amendment, by a vo8eQof



3. #2005-166-PDSummary Ruling application for pond dredging anat&Road drainage
improvements on property locatedl4t3 Wilton Road Westin the RAA zone. Owner:
Robert MacAvoy. Appl./Auth. Agent: Nazzaro, Ifé&-day action period ends 2/9/06,
extension granted to 2/14/06.Received 12/6/05, tabled 1/4/06, walked 1/8/06, tabled
1/10/06.Draft Resolution of Approval requested 2/7/06. For action.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to approve tredtdesolution prepared by the
Agent. The Agent suggested an additional conditioting the applicant’s plan to replace
the existing over-flow standpipe during the timeewtihe water level was lowered in the
pond.

The motion passed, with the amendment, by a vo8e0of

4. #2005-167-PDSummary Ruling application for pond dredging onpamty located aB52
Florida Hill Road in the RAA zone. Owner: Steven Pearson and Mar@zae. Appl./Auth.
Agent: Nazzaro, Ind5-day action period ends 2/9/06, extension granted to 2/14/06.
Received 12/6/05, tabled 1/4/06, walked 1/8/06, tabled 1/10/06.Draft Resolution of Approval
requested 2/7/06. For action.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. Slavin, tpegve the draft resolution prepared by
the Agent. The motion passed by a vote of 9-0.

NEW ITEMS

5. #2006-008-SRSummary Ruling application for replacement docthie RAA zone adjacent
to 180 Barlow Mountain Road on Pierpont Lake Appl.: Barbara Morris. Owner: Twixt
Hills Homeowners Association (THHA). 65-day actieriod ends 4/20/0&or receipt/IWA
suggests individual walks.

Dr. Autuori motioned to receive the applicationcaeded by Mr. Slavin. The motion passed
by a vote of 9-0.

The Chairman asked the Agent to explain the neethéosummary ruling application. The
Agent stated that the dock is existing; the homaismapplying for an “after-the-fact”
permit, based on a letter she received from thesfiMills Homeowners Association. Mr.
Katz suggested handling the matter administratjualy the Agent noted that statutes require
Board approval because the dock is in the water.

The Agent reminded the Board that summary rulingniis cannot be approved any sooner
than two weeks following receipt. She suggestatlttie Board do a drive-by inspection,
individually, and the application would be returriedhe agenda for action following the
required two-week time period. The Board agreed,\ill review the application at the
March 7" meeting. .

6. #2006-010-SR-SSummary Ruling application in conjunction with -fubdivision for
property located oBryon Avenuein the SD R-20 zone. Owner/Appl.: Country Club
Development, LLC. Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNamara&ustafson, P.G5-day action
period ends 4/20/06. For receipt and schedule walk to determine significance.

Dr. Autuori motioned to receive the application dodchedule a site walk, seconded by Mr.
Slavin. The motion passed, 8-0-1, with Mr. Fossiused. The Agent pointed out that a



determination of significance should be made po@cheduling a public hearing. There was
some discussion about the scheduling of the walk the Board chose 2/26/06 as the best

date, pending melting of snow.

The Agent also pointed out that an appeal of tmeadlef the previous application had been
received, with copies distributed to the Boardhie packets for this meeting. Filing of the
appeal reserves the applicant’s rights for appedéuthe statutes, and the second application
can be reviewed while the appeal is pending.

Note: The Board re-convened briefly during the discussion of the related subdivision
application for thisitem, to re-schedul e the walk to coincide with the P& Z Commission site
walk on 3/12/06. The Agent suggested that, since the Board was familiar with the property
from two previous site walks, a determination of significance could be made on 2/21/06
following their review of the new plans.

BOARD WALKS
The site walk for the Bryon Avenue, Country ClubvBl®pment, LLC summary ruling
application was scheduled for 3/12/06 as notetkim #6 above.

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASES/REDUCTION
There were no requests for bond release or reductio

CORRESPONDENCE

An e-mail from the Connecticut Association of Cawsg¢ion and Inland Wetland
Commissioners, regarding lobbying in Hartford akitnetuse of ATVs on State park lands, was
distributed to the Board. Dr. Autuori urged Boamdmbers to contact state officials with their

thoughts.
MINUTES

Mrs. Willis motioned to approve the minutes of JarnB1, 2006, seconded by Mr. Slavin. The
motion passed, 9-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjedre meeting at 8:55 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Inland Wetlands Agent



APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

February 14, 2006 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Walter Slavin
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning
Public hearings were held prior to the meeting.

At 8:56 p.m., Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-125-REZ-A:(1) Application to rezone 133 acres of land from CDD-
Corporate Development District Zone to ARH-Age Restd Housing, (2)
application to amend zoning text in the Ridgefigtthing Regulations and (3)
application to amend Town Plan of Conservation Badelopment for the zone
change and text change. Property locatésl &tBennett’'s Farm Road south of
Bennett's Farm Road and west of Route 7. OwnersekauV LLC. Appl./Auth.
Agent: J. Casey Healy, Edgeceived 9/6/05. Public hearing commenced 11/9/05.
Walked 11/20/05.Public hearing continued 11/22/05,continued and closed and tabled
1/10/06 and 1/17/06.Discussed 1/31/06. 65-day action period ends3/16/06. For
discussion/action.

The Chairman asked the Planner to address twoitathssues and information
prior to discussion. Mr. Katz briefly interruptedth a point of order, stating that the
agenda did not reflect his motion to deny and Mavia’s second, relative to the
application to amend the Plan of Conservation aedeldpment, remaining on the
table from the January 3meeting. The Commission noted the correction.

The Plannerfirst dealt with the issue of the reference toftivenerly age-restricted
Heritage Hills development in Somers, NY, and tbestion about why there is no
longer an age restriction for the 2,606 units théfbe Planner explained that the

Heritage Hills example is not relevant to the cotféureka application.

She described her phone conversation with the dinesof the Heritage Hills
Development Corporation, and his explanation theritelge Hills was originally
restricted in the 1980’s as a 40-years and oldegldpment, with no children, and
that someone filed an objection with the courttiedato that restriction. The end
result was that Heritage Hills vacated the ageiotisin altogether, rather than
changing it to comply with the Fair Housing Act segment for a 55-and-older



restriction. There were already several homeowimetfse 40 to 55 age bracket and
they determined that the change to 55 and oldetdnameidifficult to implement. Mr.
Katz pointed out that there are few children initége Hills; the Planner confirmed
that, according to the President of the corporatioere are about 23 children in the
2,606 units.

The Chairman noted the second issue to be explained by thenBtas a
clarification from counsel on what a Commission daraccording to 8-3(c) of the
statutes. The Planner referenced her memo of daBd&for the last meeting
relative to previous advice from counsel, statimgt the Commission could modify
proposed amendments to the Plan of Conservatio®amdlopment, but under 8-
3(c) of the CGS, the Commission could not modify pnoposed regulation text.
There was a hand-out in the packet for tonight'etme relative to Commission
authority, under a fairly recent Public Act by fBennecticut legislature, to permit
modifications to a proposed text amendment to tméng regulations. Public Act
02-77 of the year 2000, changed the language ftbemCommission shall adopt or
deny” to say that the Commission could “act on'regmsed amendment, with
explanation that modifications of the proposal wesemitted.

Mr. McChesney asked if it was the case decision that promptedebislature to
change this language. The Planner said thaigrirthtance, an applicant’s proposed
text amendment to zoning regulations was amendeddoommission, and the
applicant brought an appeal. The result of thetodecision was that the
Commission could modify the regulation, becausg Hre acting in a legislative
capacity, as legislators of the zoning, and haeeight and discretion to modify the
proposed regulations. The legislature feels tmattords “act upon” clarify the
Commission’s right to make the modifications.

Chairman Mucchetti noted the Public Act was endorsed by a unanimotes afothe
Planning and Development Committee in the year 2002 Walsh noted that the
information distributed to the Commission dealthatitvo decisions in the Superior
Court only, dated circa 1993, and the Statute wasted in '02. The statute may
have reflected the decisions of the 1993 casehimihew language may not yet have
been tested as the subject of a subsequent appbal Appellate Court or the
Supreme Court.

Chairman Mucchetti referenced the two cases in 1993 and 1997, reguttithe
Public Act. She referenced her brief conferendlewdth the Planner and counsel
earlier in the day, to clarify and understand the imformation. It is her
understanding that the Commission can modify thetteat has been presented,
instead of just denying or adopting. For instasoene of the things that have come
up during the discussion included adding an FARpmament, and density could also
be addressed.

Dr. Autuori asked if the Commission was then at a juncture svttexy have to vote
on the motion, or could they continue the discussind think about possible
modifications to the Plan and to the regulatiorswould have a lot of changes to
suggest. The Chairman noted that the motion otatfle did not include this
language to change the amendment.



Mr. Katz stated that the motion was on the denial of chatayse Plan of
Conservation and Development, to reject the reqoesdtmpletely re-write the Plan
to accommodate the requested changes. The Coramiganted to look at his notes
from the previous meeting and compare those notdsetexisting Plan, and draw
their own conclusions, to agree or disagree. Téwi@ission needs to decide if they
want to be the agents for writing regulations, wttemapplicant has come to the
table with his own proposal. His view is that tlEsot the role of the Commission,
except perhaps in the case where the proposatlie thenefit of all in the Town of
Ridgefield, and it might be made better by tweaksfthe Commission. That is not
the case here, and it is not likely to happerdoéis not seem to be the Commission’s
purview to redraft the regulation in this case.

Mr. McChesney noted that the Commission is on a critical timeestule, and action
cannot be postponed. They must act on it tonighabse they have a sequence of
applications that must be dealt with before Mar6h. 1Tabling would be
irresponsible.

Dr. Gelfman referenced his conversation with the Planner gdrliéhe day, and that
there would be some time to think about the newrmhtion presented tonight. The
Planner noted that there was a little over a mamthake decisions. Moving toward
approval of the process would require the most tieeause of the need for
sequential legal notices and effective dates, hadpplicant may grant an extension
if the Commission was moving toward approval. Bhierno need to make a final
decision at this meeting, and the Commission mayt #eacontinue discussion based
on the information from counsel today.

Dr. Autuori has much to say on the motion, looking at the pgedamendment to
the Plan. The proposed amendment relates to lghiy development, multi-
family housing, and says (he reads from the Sac&a&thiff letter of 9/1/05),
“When necessary and in order to generate a subatantmber of housing units that
meet and identify town need...” All of that relateshigh-density residential
development and multi-family housing. He says &g ¢onsistently pledged to keep
the “Town of Ridgefield” from becoming the “City &idgefield.” He feels strongly
that we need some economic development, if fromparate development or age-
restricted housing, but does not see it necessathhé¢ Town to generate a substantial
number of high-density multi-family units. If tlf@ommission had to vote tonight on
the proposed amendment to the Plan, he would gatest.

Dr. Autuori says that if the same applies to the other it@mat the letter, “with
appropriate safeguards to protect the public healthsafety of the neighborhood,”
he feels high density for any development is nah@interest of the Town. That
would require substantial modification of what l&en proposed. He indicates
some of the things he would like to see done, iflifications could be made:

(1) Itis essential to continue sewer avoidancépnty sewers to Danbury, but to
consider the capacity at the Route 7 plant in Ridlge The Plan states that the
Route 7 sewer plant should be used for existindgiphlealth emergencies or
problems in existing residential areas, for exanfgleres in the Ridgefield
lakes areas.

(2) Density is a big issue. He would like to seesgity tied to what could be
sewered on the site, or no more than two unitbaatres, whichever is less.



(3) He would like to see more significant open gpathere is a huge open space
ratio, but it includes space between buildings, iaiginot as wonderful as it
appears.

(4) The applicant has done a good job in writingutations that might protect steep
slopes and vernal pools and so forth, but theaehistter need to protect
viewsheds. The applicant has done a good jobheytdre not there yet.

(5) The applicant has said they would look at sgalbcal roads. The applicant has
been very cooperative, but there are still concerns

(6) There is the issue of age-restricted, andabitld be made less dense, but there is
still some question about how realistically affdstiait would be to residents of
the Town of Ridgefield.

Right now Dr. Autuori does not see any advantagbeaesidents of the Town of
Ridgefield to modify the Plan of Conservation anevBlopment. The applicant should
continue efforts to do something that is trulyhie interest of the Town of Ridgefield, not
the “City” of Ridgefield. Consistent with the pdsnhe has laid out, he could support the
amendments, but if vote is taken tonight on whairagposed, he would support the
motion to deny.

Dr. Gelfman said he would like more time to work with the rigion, to consider
modifications that would make it more palatableut B order to consider the regulation,
you would have to table action on the motion toydéye amendments to the Plan.

Mr. Katz asked how modifications to the regulation wouldradie the Commission’s
need to completely redraft the philosophy and inténthe current Plan of Conservation
and Development, to accommodate whatever changgd vé made in the regulation?
What is presented by the applicant as proposed @mamis to the Plan, in order to
achieve the changes to the regulations, is pregémtevo fairly modest, succinct
paragraphs. But what his comments documente®, Ipagage and paragraph by
paragraph, is that there is not a single sectidghe®lan that doesn’t need to be redrafted
to accommodate these allegedly modest proposails a thread that starts in the Preface
and is woven through the entire document and tileguphies that follow it. That's why

it is so Draconian. Itis not a request to twekis a redraft.

Mrs. Willis says that in addition to the concerns that haes Ioeentioned, she wonders
if the applicant were restricted to the use of ba-sewage to limit development, and then
if an agreement were brought forth to provide ssywéthat would open it up to massive
development and to the magnet school. The effeth® center of Ridgefield would be
horrible. There is not enough recreation beingigied for in the proposed plan for the
people who would live there, there is nothing pesiabout the plan, and the looming of
sprawl would be devastating to Ridgefield. Theralready too much congestion in the
center of Town as it is now.

Mr. Katz wanted to comment on the magnet school, but tler@an pointed out that
the school is not before the Commission. Mr. Kagantered that it is the sewer that is
before the Commission. Chairman Mucchetti noted tihe origin of the sewer is not
designated specifically in the regulation. But Matz stated that, in terms of the Plan of
Conservation and Development, the application sstggeith specificity that if the area

is sewered, then sewer is available to the aréw afea proposed for the magnet school
would also be sewered, and it in all probabilitywebbe a Charter School, with a limited
life. The Connecticut Department of Education tdwar Charter Schools, and they are



granted a charter for five years, usually kindesgrathrough 8 grade. There is no
guarantee that the charter would be continued lzbjfumfirst five years. The area north
of the property is LI-40 (commercial) in Danburpdat will have sewer for the schools.
What if the school is not re-chartered?

Dr. Autuori referenced his point from the previous meetingssukssion regarding
traffic, and the idea of accessing the site fromtR@, through Jagger Lane. If that is
developed as the principal or sole ordinary actefise property, then if there is a sewer
line that might be allowed, perhaps we could sageenopen land. We could find out
what could be sewered on site, and then removprtiposed septic areas by providing
sewers, and we could shrink the proposed develapEaiby moving the homes closer
together. A sewer line could be a dedicated, pziliae to the site, provided we did not
preclude offering sewers to other problem areds Town’s sewer would not be near
the proposed magnet school site if it were accedsedgh Jagger Lane. If Danbury
wants to run a sewer line, we can’t do much abipiiuit we could prevent Ridgefield
sewers from accessing Danbury.

Mrs. Willis asked the Planner if there were any regulatioaiae for other towns, to
limit development by on-site sewer capacity evemsewer line were open to it, as Dr.
Autuori suggests? The Planner stated that theyebmauch regulations, but she is not
aware of any without doing research. The availghif sewers and the methods for
sewage disposal are determined by agencies outittie Planning and Zoning
Commission. Mrs. Willis also referred to the stag¢amt about “identified Town need,”
and stated that she is not sure how many peoplevaiit to replace their homes with
present value of $800 thousand with another uaitwhll cost $800 thousand, especially
a multi-floor unit. She is not sure that the regun addresses the actual needs of the
older population.

Dr. Autuori says the need he would be willing to addressdasged for Ridgefield’s
older population. He is not willing to open theod® of Ridgefield to allow an influx of
people from outside. He realizes this soundsHikés saying, “We are on the ark, and
nobody else can get on the ark.” The reality & thyou get too much on the ark it
capsizes. He feels that Ridgefield is very clasthé capsize point now, with density,
traffic, population, and the like. If somethingubth be developed on this site to serve the
legitimate, affordable needs of Ridgefield's elgigybpulation, within these parameters
of density, then he could support it. But to atti@eople from the region, he objects.

Chairman Mucchetti says that when the issue of sewers came up eatliement to the
WPCA to ask a lot of questions. She states thaipttoperty has been shown as
“proposed to be sewered” on the WPCA map and giace 1982. Plans for the
expansion of the facility on Route 7 were done984, but it did not expand for capacity
because IBM did not choose to use the allocatighaittime. However, the collection
system was sized for the anticipated need of tihé pBoperty, and there was an
allocation of 150,000 gallons per day for that,sated that’s what the collection system
was sized for. In talking to the WPCA administradad chairman, it was their opinion
that any improvement to the Route 7 plant wouldehtavmeet the higher standards that
the DEP now sets, so that everything that goesitiiréhat facility would be raised to
that heightened standard. The benefit to the TofWRidgefield is that all effluent from
the plant would be forced to be raised to the higltendards, higher than it is at present
(the 1995 level). The Town of Ridgefield would gjeése benefits, as well as the
allocation fees. The sewer line currently goeBdmby’s and Dr. Dan’s veterinary



service on Danbury Road, and it is currently adjate the applicant’s property. It
doesn’t have to go up to Danbury, it's already¢hend it is not considered an expansion
of the district because it's been shown since k8@roposed to be sewered by the
WPCA.

Dr. Autuori made two points: (1) He wondered if the poterg@alage capacity took

into account the potential needs of the failingtisegystems in the lakes area, but the
Chairman said her questions were limited to thg¢emilsite, and says she was told that it
was in the district since 1982. And his seconahip(®), if nothing in the plan for sewer
line from the Route 7 plant would preclude deteingrdensity on the subject site
according to what could be sewered there, andiflieare were some environmental
gains as a trade-off, such as more open spaceadipgrof the sewage plant to make the
effluent cleaner, and possibly connecting it toltiless, then density could increase. The
Chairman noted that density would probably fall entthe purview of the Commission.

Dr. Gelfman made some points about the sewer. In the orifinedka proposal, when
Abe Morelli was First Selectman, the applicant wbdered to upgrade the Route 7 plant,
plus run a line to the lakes. The limitation ohdity becomes possible if the
interpretation of our counsel is correct, and we mdify the regulation by putting in a
lower density such as two units per acre, and gdanFAR requirement. He says he
wanted some time to think about these things, andi$t learned of the ability to modify
the regulations today.

Mr. Walsh says he was thinking along the same lines as Dtudki and Dr. Gelfman.

He thinks that the Commission is looking at théged issues in a vacuum, and they
shouldn’t. He doesn’t disagree with Mr. Katz, tHate are looking at this whole thing
as a package, we are asking for a complete re-ofrifee Plan of Conservation and
Development. But he agrees that there is roodernikity could be decreased, that it is
then not a complete re-write of the PCD. He hakdd at the scale presented in the
1990 Plan (p. 92) at the overlay, and the denditiiie property is shown as 0, as desired
open space. Although that might be desirable, whedPCD was formulated it was not
open space, it was owned by a company as corparadeand zoned for commercial
development. The parcel was something that thenTdearly desired to be open space,
but had no control over it. The Town was only ohéwvo parties to that concept [the
corporation being the other], and it would takehogarties to buy into it. But starting at
an approach where we might want to see 0 den®tghhis is not a viable concept,
based on its current zoning as corporate, anddhsilgie plan in front of us for
residential development.

Mr. Walsh referenced the requested change that the appBoggested, cited earlier by
Dr. Autuori: “When necessary in order to geneetibstantial number of housing units
to meet an identified town need...” Mr. Walsh doessee the current proposed
development meeting an identified town need. ghhimeet a need if the density is more
restricted. The possibility of taking care of dewvage effluent is better if it is managed
by Ridgefield, not necessarily a local agreemetih WBianbury, but Ridgefield itself. If
the proposal to change the Plan of ConservatiorDeveélopment is the one in front of
the Commission, then he too is not in favor of it.

Mr. Walsh looked at Mr. Katz's notes, point by point, anagrroented as follows:
(1) “The proposed plan offends the Plan of Congamdrom its very beginning,”
referencing page iii. Mr. Walsh points out the Tisvattempts to buy the land



for several years. Unfortunately the taxpayerselspent a lot of money with no
result. The first point relates to that — the i@t of the Town to purchase that
land would not be a good thing, and he agreesthih

(2) Relating to “25 units or fewer on the outskdétown].” The plan with the age-
restriction but with a decrease in density mightaialy comply with that section
of the Plan of Conservation and Development. Aiqua¥Water Company says
they can provide water to the property; the sewaiggt be able to be handled
on-site or through Ridgefield.

(3) Speaking to low-density vs. high density, ia #one where it is, if corporate
development goes there as permitted, it could fagbatantially more dense
development than what we are dealing with herenafidensity can be
adequately addressed in the regulations.

(4) The next point, regarding the sewer from Dagbsif‘dead on.” He would not
give any support to getting sewer service from Dapb

(5) The next point references pages 86-89 of the,R@d clearly goes to density.
But with the current structure of the land, if amarate development is placed as
close as 500 feet to a residential developmentight not go along with
preserving the Town’s character. We were extrersetcessful in obtaining the
northern parcel as a “green belt,” and it has goleng way to preserving that.
With decreased density on the southern parcel, addrhave greater control at
connecting that green belt.

(6) The deducting of wetlands and steep slopesa#t &ith to some extent in the
proposed regulations, but it could be made evemgér. And the Special
Permit process gives more assurances.

(7) The next paragraph speaks to sewer and wAggin Aquarion says they can
provide it.

(8) The next point has to do with the applicatiefidoe the Commission, and the
diversity of the economic base. We don'’t own that, someone else does.
They have put forth a plan that they believe assmsbur economic development.
Most of us would agree that we all presumed thahemic development meant
corporate. The resolution of the town to apprdweCorporate Development
Plan included municipal and recreational facilitisswell as a corporate park.
He does not think that the taxpayers envisionedhbases would be the same as
corporate for producing economic development whewy toted on taking the
land. But the corporate plan is not before us,iim@ can be satisfied that the
proposal is appropriate for Ridgefield, that is stimmg we need to consider.

Dr. Gelfman says that he is left with the “800 pound gorillthé sewer to Danbury.
He wonders what control we have over the sewersggoi Danbury. Mr. Walsh
does not know that we can'’t structure the regufattocontrol that, to say that it has
to be on-site or that it has to be sewered in Ridge. Dr. Gelfman feels that the
only way at present, to destroy the idea of segeiisg to Danbury, is to deny the
whole package. Mr. Walsh agrees that this is #stsbof his point if we have to take
this in order. He recalls that the Commission Widare for the way the regulation
was drafted, but thought they did not have thédtghid change it. It was either
“approve or deny.” They felt there was no reasoadgk for changes that couldn’t be
implemented. The Planner clarified that duringgphelic hearing they were not
precluded from asking for changes, and that théiGggpm agreed and made some
changes in that process. After the public heatioged, we were told that we had to
deal with the application as it had been amendeithglthe public hearing process.
But Mr. Walsh pointed out that some of the requisteanges were flatly refused.
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But now we find that we can make changes that pipdiGant, even if he does not
agree, must abide by if we change it at this stafge says that until tonight the
Commission did not know they had the ability to e#kose subsequent changes.

Dr. Autuori brings up an issue, that we can do what we thowghtouldn’t. But

the issue is, is it too late for this particularggound? We can make changes that the
applicant cannot accept, and then we would hafighoit out. But we have to do
what’s best for the Town. The applicant did otfeexplore using Jagger Lane as an
emergency exit, but we could require that it bedus®a sole exit. The applicant
offered to look at on-site septic and the Routéantp There is some coming
together of thought. If the sticking point is dignsthen we may be looking at a
reasonable satisfaction of hunger versus glutt@wt he feels there is room to come
together. For economic development, corporate tiigiie been desired, but if age-
restricted development would hold up as economield@ment, with the proper
controls, economic development could be viewed rbooadly. Corporate
development is not on the table, but there is atdbrporate component to the
proposal. If this is looked for on-site carryingpacity, then maybe the corporate
development would disappear, or it would be considéhe only thing that is
feasible. The site has not been tested and stfwliedhat it can support. We have
room for better agreement, but we may not have imtkis go-around.

Mr. Katz sees it as more of a burden on staff. The Conomdsas to talk about it,
but the staff has to implement it in some fashitithe staff isn’t going to implement
the changes (and they shouldn’t in his view), ttenCommission has to talk about
it. There have been numerous public hearings wierapplicant has heard not only
Commission questions but discussions and answérs.applicant should have
auditorially ingested some good and constructivatgpincluding critiques of the
application. The applicant would be a fool notake these good and valid points
that are importuning the applicant to do the ridjihig. When economic
development is talked about on pages 58, 62 araf B% Plan, it left out housing.

He thinks that if the Commission left it out in #eothree opportunities in the Plan,
where that Plan talks about modifying that paric@one and that property, it didn’t
consider housing as economic development. Attiimet, housing was an economic
negative. And today with the valuation of homégré are occasions where housing
becomes a tax ratable that is sought after. dc@omic development, there is no
guestion. But should we take an application sucthis to totally re-write that
philosophy, and with a stroke of a pen cross oeitlinee areas where we could have
put it in before and add it as an appendage ohtesee. That to him does not make
sense. That's a re-write that starts on page btreed”lan.

Dr. Gelfman says the Commission actually accommodated housirtge Bakes
property as age-restricted and as an overlay t€Bi@ zone, making it RCDD
[Restricted Corporate Development District]. Itsagssentially financial
compensation for that corporate zone, to allowwsha structure. But the history of
this particular site is that it was always corperaxcept right around the ponds. At
the time we had little wetlands and environmentatgxtion. But we are at a
different point now, and we haven’t solved the sepreblem, and only the applicant
can solve that. We can solve density, acces$ictigith the interpretation that we
can modify the proposed regulations.
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Mr. McChesney also referenced Mr. Katz's memorandum and saysgdm through

it carefully. But he feels Mr. Katz went too farhis interpretation of the Plan of
Conservation and Development. For example, whetalkeabout the sewer, the
paragraph in our PCD says, “Due to the limited floiwhe Norwalk River, the sewer
system at Routes7/35 should be reserved primarilgnd’'that’s the key word,
primarily not exclusively... “for public health coams in existing residential areas.”
(p. 86) That can be interpreted that there aremtians and this site may be an
exception. It supports the statements made e@fi€thairman Mucchetti relative to
her research with the sewer authority. We nedeép in mind about what will
happen if we turn this down — what would come befas could be worse. We know
from the application last summer that there arese@cenarios.

Mr. Katz asked if Mr. McChesney thinks we should approvéhaée applications
because of that implied threat? Mr. McChesney gagsin a sense, but we should
make modifications to the proposed regulations jlt'st hard to think about how all
of the suggestions can be implemented. Mr. Kayz shat the applicant should
recognize the crossroads at this time, and the praductive path to take at this
time would be to take the constructive suggestiorexhaustive sessions of public
input and comments from the table, and decidetliwat is a way to come out totally
economically whole, that is economically benefit@the Town of Ridgefield, that it
comports to a greater or lesser degree with thieedesf the people who are
responsible for zoning in the Town, and comportsgacificity with the economic
benefits to the people who pay taxes in towns ttat in the best interest of the
Commission or the applicant to be belligerent altoist They want to make money,
and we want an economic benefit to the Town. Thios®gs are achievable.

Chairman Mucchetti proposed the following amendments:

(1) On page 7, under (3), maximum densities foroverall development, change it
to not more than two dwelling units per acre. Katz asks if that is whether it
is sewered or on-site?

(2) The Chairman continues, on page 8, under thedsde of basic requirements,
she would include an additional bullet that wouldlude a 12% FAR component
that would be consistent with the CDD zone, andother residential zones in
town, and

(3) She also proposes that development must bedéwRidgefield sewer or on-
site septic. Dr. Gelfman wonders if that can b®eced.

Dr. Gelfman says that the application calls for the sewer fizanbury, but the
Chairman points out that the proposed regulatigrtsspecific. It was discussion in
the hearing, and their letter states their intergursue sewers in Danbury, but Mr.
McChesney read in the PCD that the Route 7/35 mlastlimited by what the
Norwalk River could handle and what the State wagrove, but we have since
found out that with the higher effluent standaiftt tan be met, the Gilbert &
Bennett plant in Georgetown got approval. In takio Ridgefield’s WPCA, the
Chairman feels that the same may be achieved hyelRedd at the 7/35 plant.

Dr. Autuori asks again if the regulation can be structureéeti to an investigation
of on-site capability and then allow a private, idated line to go to the sewer plant
on 7/35, provided that there is some environmegaal. We might not use the acres
for on-site septic, but could shrink the footpritdr. McChesney is right about the
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language in the Plan and the use of the word “pilyia It does leave some room
for change, but we need to start with what the lear support.

Chairman Mucchetti says her suggestion is based on what would bledhefit to

the Town if we adopt this regulation. An enhansedage system at 7/35 that
creates a higher standard of quality for all tHieient that passes through that plant is
an enormous benefit to the Town and to the Norialler. And it would address
some of the concerns of the downstream neightf®ihe would prefer to see any
development on this site served by Town of Riddefsewer rather than on-site
septics. Dr. Autuori still contends that the dgnshould be linked to what could be
supported on-site. But the Chairman says her gapocludes two units per acre
density with an FAR component that was not incluatetthe regulation.

Dr. Gelfman says that if the applicant would come back witbthar proposal, he
thinks the proposal should include the whole pan€dl54 acres, but at two units to
the acre which would spread it out on a greated kea, to allow more
environmentally sensitive placement of the uniie says we are being speculative,
because there is no way at present that we caargend the problem of the sewer
going to Danbury, and the applicant has to comé& lath a commitment to the
Route 7/35 plant. That's the only way he couldpsupit.

Mr. McChesney says the emphasis should be more focused on t&@rigoute 7/35
facility. On-site sewage worries him, becausedheould be a tremendous amount
of land clearing, and it would be more devastatnthe site. He would not want to
suggest or enforce on-site sewage. He would veaettourage use of the Route 7
plant. The applicant said at the close of theihgarthat they would consider it.

Mr. Katz says that if the whole parcel were to be re-zoitedyuld eliminate all
corporate land in the Town of Ridgefield. He agréeat we are not going to get
another Boehringer Ingelheim, or a Schlumbergeh aitarge, impressive campus,
but there is going to be a need for smaller builtdead office space. In today’'s
economic climate where housing is so valuable, malyht doesn’t have so much
standing, but he knows that two units to acre, tviwould yield 316 units on the
total parcel is ridiculous. Not only does it flythe face of what's good for the
Town, but it flies in the face of what the Departrhef Environment Protection and
the Department of Health in the State of Connetseys. And the State’s Plan of
Conservation and Development that runs until 280#tes that if you are going to
allow residential use of the property, the densitguld not exceed one unit per two
acres, quite the reverse of Dr. Gelfman’s propokt.could not support a regulation
that would allow 316 potential units using 150,@@0lons of effluent a day. It
doesn’t matter whether it goes north to Danburgaurth to Ridgefield.

Dr. Autuori says it does matter, and he wants to also adiiteddcChesney’s
point. He says that he doesn’'t want the develtpactually build on-site septics,
but to tie the density to what it could supporie the density to testing of the soils,
but then don’t build it on site. Go to the Rouf85/plant with a private dedicated
line entering only through Jagger Lane so there’sassibility of the line going up
north. He does like the idea of one house per afcdensity. He thinks testing for
on-site septics probably wouldn't yield more denditan that anyway.
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Mr. Katz says he would like to append that remark. He dibel a little more
generous than that. He says that since there nvedemnt to have sewers at this site,
it is virtually sewered to behind the Sturges haddby Pamby’s, and because
gallonage was allocated based on corporate usebland, the DEP and the DOH
might modify their stance based on what sewer flaredevelopment along its route
as well as what development does to the land spaltyfto be sewered. He could
probably get comfortable with a concept of one peitacre with an FAR that seems
sensible at 12%. He is not saying that developmeatls to be one unit per two
acres. At that degree it might be not in the Taainterest because it be too limiting
and would frustrate the applicant and not solve pnoblem. One unit per acre
seems to be generous and probably within bothinfiethat might be supported on-
site and measured through a sewer pipe.

Chairman Mucchetti asks how that leaves us tonight, with the motionhe table
to deny the proposed amendment to the Plan of @aatsen and Development. We
tabled that vote to think about it and continuedssion.

Dr. Autuori does not see where the plan to amend as stat@ble. Based on what
we have been kicking around tonight, there are nidegs that are viable, but they
are not particularly consistent with what is in gfreposed amendments. This
amendment is overly generous to the large-typeldpaeent. A number of us would
be comfortable with a density of one unit per acre.

Chairman Mucchetti points out that the amendments aren’t specificuimber of
units, and reads, “Where necessary in order torgéma substantial number of
housing units that meet an identified town need,\aith appropriate safeguards to
protect health, safety and the character of thghteirhood, allow larger
developments to be located in areas that do nisfaltl the locational criteria
relative to shopping, community facilities and paltkansportation.” That doesn’t
speak specifically to units per acre or densit}s droad language to give some
flexibility to the language relating to multi-farpihousing on page 50 [of the Plan].

Dr. Autuori says that if that included some language for tyiregdensity to the
number of units that could be sewered on-sitesdutd support it. Mr. Walsh asked
if the information from counsel allowed them to raakuch a change? The Planner
answered that the Commission is allowed to makegdsto the proposed
amendments to the Plan of Conservation and Devedopm

Mr. Katz cautions that if the Commission decides to do, tliatemember that there
are several other portions of the Plan that woeldhien contradictory to that change;
everything else would have to be changed as v@ikairman Mucchetti does not find
it as broad-sweeping as Mr. Katz.

Mr. Katz feels that the Commission would be creating tmeeskind of
contradictions that we are now paying our constittamelp us get out of with our
zoning regulations, and we might straighten itwhéen we re-write the whole Plan
of Conservation and Development, but that is wayrdthe road. We have put the
pieces on the table for the applicant to use,newa application, that is not so
offensive of the current Plan of Conservation aedélopment, that allows us to
tweak the existing document to accommodate thaagpytls needs, and also to
approve a regulation that is not an affront toTben of Ridgefield, which this one
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is. If we are going to rezone corporate land todin another type of ratable, let's
do it in a way that is seriously beneficial to f@wvn. None of the components
before us does that.

Mrs. Willis asks if we were to amend the Plan, and then attendbgulation to suit
our purposes, and what if the applicant doesré Vilkat we approve? She is worried
that if we accept this, we are opening the dodhitags here and elsewhere in the
Town that we do not want to do in terms of planni®he is very worried about the
substantial words that need to be changed.

Dr. Autuori offered a suggestion that might help. He suggdestads, “Consistent
with principals of Smart Growth, and so as to natairage urban sprawl, or sprawl
development.” He would like to link the developrhemon-site capacity. There was
nothing in the plan about the dangers of urbanvdprshich should be in there.
Sprawl is killing the whole region. The definitidgs difficult, but it gives discretion
to the Commission.

At his point,Mr. Katz moved the question The Chairman asked if there were no
amendments to the language. Mr. Katz stated #hatdved the question to deny the
proposed amendments to the Plan of Conservatioibamdlopment as requested.
The Chairman noted that the motion had been prelji@econded, and called for the
vote.

The motion to deny the petition to amend the Pl@anservation and Development
passed by a vote of 6-3. Commissioners Katz, Aut@elfman, Willis, Slavin, and
Walsh were in favor of the denial, and CommissieddcChesney, Fossi and
Mucchetti voted against.

The Planner noted that there were two other applications maggia decision. Dr.
Gelfman asked if the denials of the other two aggpions were not automatic. The
Planner said no, the applications required actiothb Commission, and they might
consider the action taken on the first applicatiotheir reasons for decision when
acting on the other two.

Dr. Autuori asked if, even after the amendments to the Pl&@ookervation and
Development were denied, they could still approvegulation change, if it were re-
worked. Mr. Katz asked why the Commission showdlbing the applicant’s work.

The Plannerreminded the Commission that what they need tsiden when acting
on an amendment to the regulations and the zomkather or not the proposed
changes are consistent with the Plan of Conservatiol Development. It is a matter
of law.

Dr. Gelfman felt that there was nothing they could do. Mavsh noted that the
Commission’s reasons must be clear. The Chairtaaadsthat if the regulation were
adopted, it would not be in conformance with thenRéf Conservation and
Development because the proposed language (to inedesistent) was not adopted.

Mr. McChesney said that they could modify it to make it congigteith the Plan of

Conservation and Development. Mr. Katz statedttatis not an odd thought — but
we would hope that this is what the applicant stidake away. It is not up to our
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Planner and staff to re-draft a regulation thatapglicant produced. It is up to the
applicant to bring the new regulation to the talide. Autuori says that the applicant
should take a message from what was said. It wielchore productive for the
applicant to come back with new draft, and themmipoint in the Commission going
on with the discussion.

Mr. McChesney asks if the other Commissioners feel that, afldha discussions
about density and so on, that the applicant wotddt @ regulation that would meet
the majority of the feelings of the members of @@nmission? Will all of the
comments have been heard? He does not feel @vat\was a consensus among the
Commissioners as of this point.

Mr. Slavin asks how the Commission can forecast that? Mz Kgrees, but is
hopeful that the applicant was listening.

Dr. Gelfman says that if we modify the regulation in a waytttee Commission can
all accept, then that is something that the apptican take home. But there were
several ideas discussed, and he is not sure whehsensus is at this point. The
Chairman’s suggestions about FAR and two unitsapeg are good.

The Chairman asks the Planner if the Commission absolutelytbaeny the
application for the regulation amendment. If tie@idl of the proposed amendments
to the Plan of Conservation and Development wasgqehsioes that mean that we
would be automatically in violation of something ¢gnsidering the regulation and
then the rezone.

The Planner says no, it does not, but the adoption of theledigun and the adoption
of the change of the zone requires the Commissidook at the consistency of that
change with the Plan of Conservation and Developme&he decision is for the
Commission to decide, and if the regulation is @aedpeven if all the proposed
amendments were made, the Commission would sti# k@ determine that the
regulation being adopted is consistent with thenBfaConservation and
Development, which you have now said you are nahghg in the way that the
request was made. She suggests that if the Coiomissconsidering an adoption of
the regulation, that they should not be makingstyhdecision this evening, without
discussing all of the proposed changes and hovetbloganges agree in consistency
with the Plan as it exists today.

Mr. McChesney notes that if we don’t take action, the applicaaty claim that the
regulation is valid. The Planner clarifies thati@ec must taken one way or another,
to adopt or deny the requested changes. And tlagyamprove the application with
modifications, but the action must be taken. hasautomatic.

The Chairman just wanted clarification whether that first deosisautomatically sets
in place the action for the subsequent decisidriseimotion to deny the
amendments to the Plan of Conservation and Devedopautomatically set in place
motions to deny the regulation, which would thenigglace the motion to deny the
re-zone.

Mr. McChesney notes that Mr. Katz took a look at the PCD andleid out what he
thought was directly opposed to the applicatiorr. MicChesney looked at the same
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sections and he doesn’t necessarily agree withltz. His own interpretation
covers all the points made by Mr. Katz.

Mr. Gelfman suggests that they deny the regulation, andfimdighe reasons for
denial, mention all the points that they would likedified: density, FAR, sewer,
etc. They should list the alternatives, and sidtg they think it doesn’t meet their
desires as is. Mr. Katz says that the zone cheag¢ happen if the zoning
regulations change doesn’t happen — the Planndirm@that the regulation change
must precede the zone change because the regalateate the zone.

Dr. Autuori asks if staff can communicate with the applicardetermine what is
acceptable. The Planner does not recommend tius e hearing is closed.

Mr. Walsh feels the issue needs to be addressed quicklydoEle not agree with all
of Mr. Katz’'s points, and feels that there was ppartunity to make some changes
that would have been acceptable. But clearlhaut an amendment to the Plan of
Conservation and Development, the regulation amentlcannot go forward. He
agrees that there was room to interpret, and reometke changes, but the changes
first had to be made to the Plan of Conservatiah@velopment. The phrase for
“25 units or fewer, close to town” has to be chahg&here will have to be some
kind of change done to the Plan to make anythiqgpéa on that property.

Mr. Katz agrees that while there is room for interpretatammd refers to the
Planner’s initial report that also cites severatisms to the Plan that should be
considered.

The Chairman asks if the Commission is ready to take action. Adituori motions
to deny the proposed amendment to the text ofdhag regulations, based on the
fact that it is inconsistent with the Plan of Caws¢ion and Development. Mr. Katz
states that the Commission knows that the Plarddo&ilamended, but not to the
degree that was proposed. The Chairman askeduduoA to clarify his motion,
and he chooses to leave it as originally statdie Thairman asks if there was a
second.

Mr. Walsh says the motion is not ready to be seconded bedaudisagrees with
what Mr. Katz said and wants to clarify. The motan the table (re the Plan of
Conservation of Development) was simply to denyapglication, and did not allow
for any modification of the proposed amendmenter&€hwas no opportunity to
amend the proposal for the changes to the Plamo$&vation and Development, to
give it further tweaking. The point is now, thathout a change to the Plan of
Conservation and Development — and clearly therst imei some change to it -- the
regulation change can't go forward.

Mr. McChesney asks if anything is being proposed to be addedeanotion,
including the proposal for less density, sewemy other points. The Planner notes
that the Commission should give reasons for dearal,the primary reason identified
is that the regulation is not consistent with thenPof Conservation and
Development, but the Commission may list other eons from the discussion as
additional reasons. Dr. Gelfman mentioned a few.
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Mrs. Willis seconded the motion to deny. She notes reastmom2Robert Fuller’s
discussion on zone changes, that the change musabenably related the normal
police powers found in Sec. 8-2 of the Connectigeneral Statutes. The Planner
clarifies that 8-2 allows the Commission to creairing regulations and zoning
districts, so in that sense the proposal is comsistith that requirement.

The Chairman asks if Dr. Autuori, as the maker of the motiomnis to list some of
the concerns of the discussion in the reasonsAilliuori states the size and location
is a concern, but Mr. Katz notes that the locatsomot to change if a new proposal
comes back. Mr. Katz suggests that mention be rabdat the concern for sewers.
Dr. Gelfman asks if the DEP’s comments about higihsity development can be
made a part of the reasons. The Planner readistteeof November 22, 2005 from
the CT the DEP, which outlines their concern fa ititensive proposal for
development and asks that consideraton be givpulitic access for open space.
The DEP notes that the current proposal is inctersisvith the Conservation and
Development Policies Plan for the State of Coneeatfior 2005-2010, by allowing
an intensive land use within a public water suppdyershed.

Dr. Autuori agrees that the DEP’s letter can be referred tbameasons. Mr.
McChesney asks what density we are referring toe Hlanner clarifies that the
State’s comments are based on the proposal fag thrigs per acre, as stated in the
proposed regulation. The State is not making aiip@ecommendation, but is
commenting on the proposed plan. Mr. McChesnegattat by making the
reference to the DEP’s letter, the applicant wiline back with something that is
more appropriate, less than what's proposed.

The Planner notes that the references to the DEP’s lettertl@dlensity issue are
appropriate to reference in the reasons. The @laaimotes, however, that she
disagrees with the notion that the proposal idljotaconsistent with the Plan of
Conservation and Development. It is inconsisterihiee places, and if we were to
have been given the opportunity to make changed&t was proposed, she would
have liked to have had that opportunity. She déoéind that the regulation is
totally inconsistent with the Plan. Dr. Autuootaes that the word “totally” is not
used in the reasons, there are varying degreesvoftimay or may not be
inconsistent.

The Chairman asked the Planner to reiterate the motion, whiak made by Dr.
Autuori and seconded by Mrs. Willis. The motioridsdeny the proposed regulation
based on the fact that it is inconsistent withRlen of Conservation and
Development, and the Commission added concerrik) alesity, (2) effluent should
be disposed of within the Town of Ridgefield, aB)l ieferencing the DEP’s letter
stating that the development is too dense andardistent with the State’s
Conservation and Development Policies Plan.

The Chairman called the vote. The motion to deny the regulati@s passed by a
vote of 8-1, Mr. Fossi opposed.

The Chairman then asked for action on the third item, to rezttveeproperty. Mr.
Slavin motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to ddmy ¢hange of zone, because the
regulations creating the zone had been denied.midt®n passed by a vote of 8-1,
Mr. Fossi opposed.
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2. #2005-142-SP-SRSpecial Permit application under Sec. 312.0 asiredjby Sec.
412.0.B.(5) of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulationstmstruct a 20-unit multi-family
development on 5.16 acres of land locategbaGrove Streetadjacent to existing
commercial building in the B-2 zone. Owner/App. Brove Ridgefield, LLC. Auth. Agent:
Artel Engineering Group, LLCReceived 10/11/05, walked 10/16/05, 11/6/05 and 1/22/06,
public hearing commenced 12/6/05, continued 1/17/06, 1/31/06, 2/7/06 and 2/14/06. 65-day
action period ends 4/20/06. For action.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesneytatde discussion on the application, to
coincide with tabled discussion on the accompanwiatiands permit application. The
motion passed by a vote of 9-0.

3. #2005-175-R:Proposed re-subdivision of 3.061 acres to creabebivilding lots on property
located orLot #6, Old Still Road in the RAA zone. Owners/Appls.: Christina and Qésr
Stietzel.Received 12/13/05.Walked 1/8/06.Public hearing commenced and closed 2/7/06.
Draft Resolution of Approval requested 2/7/06. 65-day action period ends4/13/06. For
action.

The Planner requested that the Commission tahilenaah the draft resolution, pending input
from the Town Engineer about the condition reldtediork in the town road right-of-way.
Mr. Walsh motioned to table, seconded by Mr. Fo3sie motion passed by a vote of 9-0.

4. #2006-007-REV:request for Revision to Special Permit under S&2.(RE as required by
Sec. 333.0 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulationsrtect an electronic scoreboard at Scalzo
Field located orProspect Ridge Roadn the RAA zone. Owner: Town of Ridgefield.
Appl./Auth. Agent: Bruce Yuen, President, Ridgefigittle League. 65-day action period
ends 4/13/06Received 2/7/06. For action.

Mr. McChesney motioned to acknowledge receipt efapplication, seconded by Dr.
Autuori. The motion passed, 9-0. Mr. Yuen wasspre to discuss the application. First
Selectman Marconi was present to confirm the Townthorization for the scoreboard on
Town-owned land. Several of the Commissionerswia@ed the property individually
during the previous week.

Mr. McChesney noted that the plan showed the pregbsgyn in right center field,
acknowledging that putting the sign in center fieddates a problem for batters at home
plate. He suggests that there are two reasonadtiential places for the sign: (1) near first
base because there are evergreens behind théhilaill make the sign “fade” into the
background, and (2) by third base to the righteftrees. He notes that in left field, the sign
would be less objectionable to the houses acresstthet.

Chairman Mucchetti asked the applicant about taetednics of the sign, and whether it had
“LED?” lights or numbers that “flipped” electronidgl She also asked if the field was lit at
night. The applicant confirmed that the sign higital numbers (lights) but that it was only
turned on during the games, from about 5:45 to p:8@ There are no night games and
there are no lights on the field.

Dr. Autuori asked about the proposed 14-foot heidtihe sign, mentioning his visits to

Serfilippi Field at Lake Wind Wing and Fitzgeraleekl by Ridgebury Elementary School.
He questioned the need for the 14-foot height. ap@icant stated that 14 feet seemed
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typical when compared to other signs that he measiarother Town field locations. He
pointed out that the original scoreboard at Schietd was much bigger and taller; it
contained a platform where someone would stanbipdhfe number cards on hooks.

Chairman Mucchetti noted that since only the numloéthe sign are lit and it is not used at
night, the lights are not much of an issue. Thdiegnt confirmed that the preference of the
league is to have the sign in right field becadsb@terrain of the ground just outside the
fence where the sign would be erected, makingsiteedor installation. The footings would
be bigger and more visible if they had to work witlie grades and slopes in left field.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Dr. Gelfmamapiarove the installation of the
scoreboard as proposed. The motion passed byaft8t1, with Mrs. Willis abstained.

NEW ITEMS

5. #2006-009-REV:Revision to Special Permit under Sec. 312.0 asiredjby Sections 401
and 333 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations tauitband expand the deck adjacent to the
club house on property locatedsdts Ridgebury Road Ridgefield Golf Course. Owner:
Town of Ridgefield. Appl.: Frank A. SergiovanBb-day action period ends 4/20/06. For
receipt and schedule walk.

Mr. Katz recused himself from the discussion anikwm this application because he is an
adjoining neighbor to the property.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossictmawledge receipt of the application
and to schedule a walk. The Planner explainedthigaapplication was minor and
recommended immediate action. The motion to rectie application with an amendment
to discuss passed by a vote of 9-0.

The Planner pointed out the drawing showing th@psed new deck at the back of the golf
course club house facility. The deck is in baddneferepair and must be replaced. The
proposed new deck is slightly larger than the exgstMr. Fossi noted that the plan showed
an approximate 40’ X 10’ deck existing, proposea@ d®’ X 20’ replacement. The
Commission noted that the deck is at the backefdhility, and there is little impact from
the increased size.

Dr. Autuori brought up the issue of noise from lined speakers, based on a complaint
brought up by a neighbor. The Chair pointed oat fiince the neighbor was sitting at the
table and had recused himself from the discussiothis application, the comments were
inappropriate.

Mr. Walsh motioned, seconded by Fossi, to apprbgeapplication according to the plans
presented. The motion passed by a vote of 7-1ith,v. Autuori opposed and Mr. Katz
recused.

6. #2006-010-SR-S7-lot subdivision of land located @ryon Avenuein the SD R-20 zone.
Owner/Appl.: Country Club Development, LLC. Authgént: Donnelly, McNamara and
Gustafson65-days to commence public hearing ends 4/20/06. For receipt, schedule walk
and public hearing.
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Mr. Slavinmotioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to acknowledgeipt@d the application and to
schedule a walk and a public hearing. After someussion, the site walk was scheduled for
3/12/06. (Note: The Commission adjourned briefly to re-convene the Inland Wetlands Board
meeting, to coordinate the walk with the Summary Ruling Application for the same project,

and then returned to the Commission agenda.) The Commission selected April 4, 2006 for
the public hearing date, to keep with the policyolding hearings on the first Tuesday of
each month.

The motion passed by a vote of 8-0-1 with the dat¢ed, with Mr. Fossi recused.

COMMISSION WALKS

As noted in item #6, the Commission scheduled itieengalk for Bryon Avenue, Country Club
Development, LLC subdivision application for 3/1@/0

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASES/REDUCTION

CORRESPONDENCE

MINUTES

Mrs. Willis motioned, seconded by Mr. Slavin, to approve theuteis of January 31, 2006.
Chairman Mucchetti made one minor correction. ifiogion to approve the minutes, with the
amendment, passed by a vote of 9-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjediihe meeting at

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Director of Planning
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