APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

February 21, 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

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.

At 7:50 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-142-SP-SR: Summary Ruling application to permit regulated\atés in the
upland review area in conjunction with Special Aeapplication to construct a 20-
unit multi-family development on 5.16 acres of ldadated a66 Grove Street
adjacent to existing commercial building in the Beghe. Owner/Appl.: 66 Grove
Ridgefield, LLC. Auth. Agent: Artel Engineering Gup, LLC. Received 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. Public hearing closed and tabled 2/14/06. 35-
day action period ends 3/21/06. For action.

The Chairman opened the discussion, noting that the publicihgavas closed on
2/14/06. Mr. Katz motioned for the Agent to draftavorable resolution, seconded by
Mr. McChesney.

Mr. Katz referred to the standards for making a decisiomdon Sec. 10.2 of the
Inland Wetlands and Watercourse Regulations. ht#sfno criterion that seems to be
abrogated by the plan put forth by the applicaritere is an administrative procedure
in the judgment pertaining to 10.2, and he belighas this application fulfills the
intent of the standards in that regulation.

Mr. McChesney added that the engineering consultant for the @dat a thorough
job of reviewing the application, and nothing telae brought up would lead him to
believe that there will be a wetland problem.



Dr. Gelfman disagrees and says that it violates the followmn0.2:

(a) Pertaining to the environmental impact of theppsed regulated activity, by
virtue of removing an established old sloping upléorest it fails to protect the
stream from erosion and runoff. The expert forBloard testified that the
stream is a “viable watercourse.”

(b) An alternative to the proposed action is tddtewer units.

(c) The relationship between the short-term and-f@mm impacts — cutting down
the forest as a short-term impact will forever dethe nature and protection
of that watercourse, and

(d) Will thereby produce irreversible and irretiéde loss of watercourse
resources.

(e) Relative to “The Character and degree of injoryor interference with, safety,
health, or the reasonable use of the propertyydiet the abutting and
downstream property,” this has to do with the taet property is
contaminated. Increasing the flow off that propenty increase the risk of
releasing contaminants more swiftly into the enwment.

For all of these reasons, he is opposed to theomoti

Dr. Autuori refers to item (d) in 10.2, regarding irreversiaiel irretrievable loss of
wetland or watercourse resources. He says anlisbd upland forest is most
certainly a wetland resource, insofar as it is ssagy for protecting the quality of the
wetland below it. He cites many instances natigraaid globally, including western
Canada and the Philippines, where damaged forastbopes, deforestation and
excessive logging on slopes can cause severe prsiidger on. He is concerned
about the partial loss of the forest on this propend agrees with Dr. Gelfman.

Mrs. Willis agrees with Dr. Gelfman and Dr. Autuori.

Mr. Katz would like to agree with all these comments, utlid not hear testimony
from our consultant and no indication from the &@pit’'s consultant that any of
these things would happen with the revisions madké plan. He doesn't like the
plan, but is trying not to judge it through persiomainion but through the evidence
that was presented at the public hearing. He didchear anything that sounded as
negative as the comments previously expressedhayot

Dr. Autuori says it is correct for a Board member, after hgwvieighed the

evidence presented, to still come up with his owmion and disagree. Paragraph
(d) of 10.2 has to do with what he sees in natianal global problems of
deforestation and the devastating effects on walarvers and streams. He cannot
look at things only on the evidence presented. fadks that the applicant could still
accomplish what they want to achieve on this prigpdey doing less damage to the
forest. He wants to stick to his opinion to deimg aipplication.



Mrs. Willis says the problem is that all of the engineeredpmmants of the
drainage system are too close to the stream. Téditde natural buffer left, and this
is not a good idea in this situation.

Dr. Gelfman says he was influenced by discussion at the ésstien, and
description of drainage from the buildings and pgpdown the slope. There will be
few trees left in the area of the proposed distucbaand there will be little of the
slope’s natural resistance if the trees are removdrk Board’'s expert did comment
on the viability of the stream. Just downstreanmésGreat Swamp, and this stream
is a main source of water into it. The swamp haslg been repaired from prior
activity, and this will reverse that repair proce3$ere are alternatives to this plan,
namely less density.

Mr. Katz points out that the plan is already at ten urteer than our less-than-
perfect regulation permits. They have eliminatezlimost offensive of the buildings
that would have done what Dr. Gelfman is pointing; orhey scaled back the
proposal according to what is allowed by zoningl Hren scaled back the
disturbance by eliminating the most offensive ofdings. He says the change was
persuasive — there is a diminution of damage tdilt&de, and they have met the
intent of the regulatory process.

Dr. Gelfman asked if the plans took into account the new @m@énpiping. Mr. Katz
pointed out on Sheet 6 where the proposed arel@arfireg is shown.

Chairman Mucchetti noted that the question wasddkeing the public hearing, and
the applicant noted that many trees would be sandér the new plan.

Mr. Fossi agrees with Mr. Katz and states that, althoughriot a development that
he particularly likes, it meets the spirit and mitef the regulations as they are now.
He supports the motion to approve the summarygwdpplication.

Mr. Walsh refers to the plans and asks the Agent to clarifyere is no activity in
the wetlands, only in the buffer. The Agent canBit and notes that there is only
discharge into the stream. Mr. Walsh also confitinas the back slope is to remain
forested, except for piping. The permit could riegthat the area cleared for piping
is replanted, and the Agent confirms that it cdugdreplanted to the extent that the
location of the pipe would allow.

Dr. Autuori refers to 10.2 and the fact that the Board “shadfisider the items, and
notes paragraph (e) in 10.2, regarding the “charactd degree of injury to, or
interference with safety, health, or the reasonabéeof property.” One of things to
consider is the reasonable use of the propertydnad this activity will do to the
reasonable use of the property, or what denyirgabiivity will do to the reasonable
use of the property. It seems to Dr. Autuori théis activity is denied, it will in no
way interfere with the reasonable use of the pityptre property being the whole
piece.



Dr. Gelfman refers to (f), and the impacts of the proposedilstgd activity on
wetlands or watercourses outside of the area fachwthe activity is proposed, and
future activities associated with or reasonablgtesl to, the proposed regulated
activity which are made inevitable by the propossglilated activity and which may
have an impact on wetlands or watercourses.” His that the activity will have an
irrevocable effect on the stream that dischargestite Great Swamp.

Mr. Walsh says that the testimony of the applicant’s engiae€e our consultant
was that there would be 0 increase in runoff. @elfman says he knows what they
said, he knows what he saw, and he knows whahajpen.

Mr. Katz asks the Chair to move the question. The Chairaséa for a second; Dr.
Autuori seconds the motion to move the questiohe motion passed 8-1. Dr.
Gelfman is opposed.

The Chairman refers to the motion to draft a favorable resolutnade by Mr.

Katz, and seconded by Mr. McChesney. The motiqorépare the draft passes by a
vote of 5-4, with Mr. Katz, Mr. McChesney, Mr. Fgddlr. Walsh, and Chairman
Mucchetti in favor, and Dr. Autuori, Dr. Gelfman,r1 Willis and Mr. Slavin
opposed.

The Agent notes that the draft should come back to the takddout two weeks.

2. #2005-153-SR: Summary Ruling Application for disturbance in watla and upland
review area in conjunction with construction of @esway and bridge spanning
wetlands. Property located @ogwood Drive, Lot 33 in the RAA zone. Owner/Appl.:
Thomas Dwyer, individually and as trustee. AutheAg Donnelly, McNamara and
Gustafson, P.(Received 11/9/05. Walked 11/20/05. Extension granted to commence
hearing, hearing commenced 1/24/06, continued 2/21/06.

The public hearing on this item is still open, @he applicant requested a continuation
to 3/14/06. Dr. Autuori motioned to table the iteseconded by Mr. Fossi. The
motion passed, 9-0.

3. #2005-154-SR: Summary Ruling Application for drainage improvensetat
control erosion on property located?d?t Wilton Road West. Owner: Cesca
Construction Inc. Appl.: L. Thomas Ces&&ceived 11/9/05. 65- day action
period ends 1/13/06. Walked 11/20/05. Tabled 11/22/05 and 12/13/05.65-day
extension granted 1/4/06. Extension action period ends 3/18/06. For action.

The applicant was present to discuss the itemth@Board. The Chairman
asked the Agent to give a brief history of the aggtion and changes that have
been made since the previous discussion.

The Agent pointed to the map submitted the previous weekdistdbuted to
the Board, showing the proposed drainage chanr@bwvements in the Town-



owned right-of-way on Old Spectacle Lane and crap#ie back yard of the
applicant’s property through the existing wetland$.e previous application
had by-passed the wetlands. The planting plahas/s on the maps. The
Agent says she spoke to Claire Lavoie, drainageergfor the Connecticut
Department of Transportation, who reports thatStege will be doing drainage
improvements at the edge of Wilton Road West (Skatete 33) in the spring.
A plunge pool will be built at the edge of the rogldere a pipe dumps
drainage, salt and sand from the State highwa plinge pool and the
State’s ability to clean it is intended to decretéieamount of road sand and
salt that is deposited on the applicant’s property.

Chairman Mucchetti asks if the sediment trap shown on the plan,eatdp of
the swale, is being done by the State. The Ageyd that sediment basin was
proposed by the applicant, but it may not be nesgstthe State intercepts the
road sand farther up the hill.

The Agent also notes that there is a letter from the CoradEr Commission
indicating that they want to walk the site agairhey had been waiting for a
better planting plan, and since the map was ordggmted the week before the
meeting, they have not walked the site. Mrs. Waliates that she would like to
walk it again as well.

Mr. Cesca stated that Ms. Lavoie visited the site with hiaridg a rainstorm,
and she agrees that channel improvements are weatramhe State will make
improvements 25 feet in from the road. The rumo#n intermittent stream,
and is dry except during storm events. Mr. Cesga 8/s. Lavoie agrees with
the idea of restoring the flow of water through biaek yard. The Town
property has not been maintained for years. Hetpaiut the areas of flow on
the map for the benefit of the Board, and sayshbawill put stones in the
channel (but not riprap) to make a more naturaeshbed. He does not want
to do extensive grading, but to establish one fitvannel for the water.

Mr. Cesca says the plants were recommended by his landscaiese
Lavatore, and the plan and the site were reviewedh Pinchbeck, the Town
Tree Warden. He says they agree that more thamgér@ants are shown, and
he is willing to add more if the Board requestse s$dibmits photos to show the
water flowing through the back yard. His desir&iglean up the property and
to straighten out the channel.

Chairman Mucchetti wants to know what Mr. Cesca means by “straigighi
the watercourse, and says a more natural channdtile appropriate. Mr.
Cesca says the material removed was scrub brustwastdd tree trunks and
vines. He just wants to clean up the yard ancd:tites flow of water in a
defined channel.



Mrs. Willis points out that Old Spectacle Lane was never ansaiirse, it was
an old road, and through compaction and other atmhbyg the State, the water
now flows to the lowest point. It is now a towaitin open space, and not a
streambed. She is concerned about the locatitreadxisting trail in relation

to the channel, and protecting it. Mr. Cesca $hgee are fallen tree trunks on
the Town property and they create dams and divesditat direct water onto
his property, creating a flow problem. He saystagted the whole idea of
improving the channel after talking to Pete Hillr&xtor of Public Works, who
gave him permission to make improvements on thernTpmperty. The Agent
met the property owner on the site to discuss imgmreents that might be made.

Chairman Mucchetti notes that she was on the site walk with the Agemd
that earlier discussions were about clearing aaigtirbage and the debris, not
clear-cutting the wetland, which is what has haggernShe is concerned when
she hears that there is going to be straighterfitigeovatercourse, that the
result will be a landscaped channel and not a abtiow of the water in what
used to be a wetland system.

Dr. Autuori is concerned about the trail on the old road,asd wants to
know why the channel has to be improved so fartinéobackyard. He feels it
should flow naturally after it enters the existingtlands. Mr. Cesca agrees
that the length of the proposed channel improvesesuh be scaled back, and
shows the proposed end of the improvements on #pe rhle shows photos of
the water in the back yard and on Old SpectacleLan

Mr. Foss suggests that the applicant stake the proposatidocof
improvements in the field. Mr. Cesca agrees, aifichigo stake the location of
improvements proposed by the State, extending éptdet off Route 33.
Chairman Mucchetti suggests a walk of the site8fa2/06. Written

permission for improvements on the Town right-ofyvgaiould be obtained

from Pete Hill. Dr. Autuori says Pete Hill shoddd aware that there is an open
space trail on the town road right-of-way. Mr. Kabtes that if the applicant
does work on the Town'’s property, it would be thms as if the Board were
approving improvements to be made by the Townjrbtltis case the property
owner is proposing to do the work.

There was discussion about whether the maps pezkent2/10/06 are
adequate, because they do not reflect what is lpgogpsed. Chairman
Mucchetti points out that what is being proposechigh less than what is
shown, and Mr. Walsh asks if revised maps are sacgs The Agent suggests
that plans should not be changed until after thaer@avalks the property again.
The work is not complex, and the existing maps bagufficient with proper
conditions in the permit.

Mr. Walsh asked if the applicant owns the Old Spectacle Lartee Agent
states that the property is owned by the Town,thedoard reviewed the maps



to understand the location of the property liner. Nill met with the applicant
because of the drainage issues, and suggestddfiravements could be made
on Old Spectacle Lane. The Board agreed thatemrjgermission from the
Town should be obtained to do the work on town-aa@d. Mrs. Willis

asked that a copy of the Walk Book with the traddtion be sent to Mr. Hill.

Mr. Walsh motioned to schedule the walk for 3/12€¢conded by Mr. Fossi.
The motion passed 9-0.

#2006-002-SR: Summary Ruling application for installation of d¥ivay crossing
intermittent watercourse in two places, propertated on the south side ©fd Sib
Road in an RAA zone. Owner: Crosby R. Smith et al. pApSturges Brothers, Inc.,
Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNamara and GustafsBeceived 1/10/06. Walked 1/22/06.
Tabled 2/7/06. 65-day action period ends 3/16/06. For action.

Attorney Jewell introduced the application, for a driveway serviwg lots that have
the required frontage on the town road, crossingnemmittent watercourse in two
locations. The property is 23 acres and is bemggsed for a First Division with a
large open space parcel purchased by the Consen@tmmission. The grades
require crossing the watercourse twice with theedvay for the two building lots.

Frank Fowler, engineer for the project, described the steegegran the site and the
difficulty with accessing the two home sites. Téhex only one way to access two
attractive home sites, with the driveway over ttieasn. The stream is intermittent
and is dry for substantial portions of the yearoriWwould be done during low-flow
periods.

Mr. Fowler shows a de-watering stilling basin thatuld be used to pump water down
to the stream at the bottom of the hill, if neededng construction. If work is done
under dry conditions, this may not be necessany.dékcribes the sequence of
construction for installing footings and placing thottomless culverts over the stream,
and replacement of the 12" pipe under Old Sib witt2” culvert, 8 feet wide. The

first crossing of the stream for the driveway wob&ldone after the work is completed
in the town road, working up to the second drivewanssing. Each culvert would

take about two days to install. Mr. Fowler shots wetlands and watercourse on the
map, and proposed infiltrators on the lots for ilogidrains.

Mr. M cChesney asks about the proposed work on the road. Mr.lé&modescribes the
stilling basin at the side of the road by the mpé#all, to trap sediments. Chairman
Mucchetti notes the existing house on the propehgre the water is being
discharged, and asks about the impact to that holise house sits on a hill, and there
is a large wetland in front of the house that autfyeaccepts the discharge, and Mr.
Fowler says there should be no impact becausethease in cubic feet per second is
slight (37 to 39 cuffs). The stilling basin is it the Town road right-of-way.



Mrs. Willis asks if the homeowner was asked for an opiniotherplans. Mr.
Sturges, the applicant, states that he talkedetdntimeowner and showed him the
plans. There was no objection by the homeowndrair®an Mucchetti asked if the
homeowner realizes there will be an increase inffurHe does not, but Mr. Katz
points out that the westerly pull-back of the stglbasin into the road right-of-way
will decrease the velocity of the water flowing omihe neighbor’s land.

Dr. Autuori has not walked the site, but asks about the watdror the stream
system. Mr. Fowler describes the watershed omiiye. The area draining to the
design point is about 23 acres, about half fronstiigect site plus a large area off-site.
Dr. Autuori asks about the 12” pipe at the bottdrthe hill.

Mr. Fowler points out that the pipe under the road is undedsnow, as are many
older drainage pipes in town. It will be repladgdthe 12" culvert, 8-feet wide. The
pipe is sufficient for at least the 25-year stordr. Autuori asks about the two culverts
in the driveway, and whether there will be an oesvfthat will cause erosion on the
driveway. Mr. Fowler answers that the culvertssared over a steep, deep channel,
and will be sufficient for the flow.

Mrs. Willis asks about the infiltrators on the lots, and wilettwales might not be a
better idea in this situation. Mr. Fowler descsilaeswale system, but it would require
more land disturbance. The Board agreed thatraifiirs were a better idea.

The Agent referenced memos from the Town Engineer. Mr. Eowlet with Mr.
Fisher, and his most recent memo indicates thajuastions have been answered.
The well at the bottom of the hill was mentioned; Bturges notes that it dates back
to the time when Francis Martin owned the propeaty it is within the Town road
right-of-way and not on the applicant’s property.

The Agent reads Mr. Fisher’s earlier memo, andMmler addressed each of the
Town Engineer’s questions. There is an outstandisige about the Fire Marshal’s
concern with the steepness of the proposed drivevag Agent will attempt to
clarify his concern before the Board makes a faeadision on the application.

The Chairman askedar ol Stoddard of the Conservation Commission to read the CC
letter of February7into the record. Mr. Fowler addressed the Corst@m
Commission’s questions, including the fact thateh&ould be some re-direction of

the stream between the two crossings. There was sscussion about the use of
riprap in this area. The Board confirmed their enstnding and the applicant
acknowledged that the bottomless culverts wouldiekte the need for extensive rip
rapping. The Board made it clear that a naturabst bed was desired, with stones
and/or riprap for stabilization only as necessaryemds in the channel. The
applicant’s engineer stated that some channelizatas necessary to direct water flow
in heavy storm events.



The Agent asks about the 17% driveway grade and if thailigpsoposed. The
steepness of the driveway is related to the ratara#ff into the stream and downhill.
The driveway is steep for about the first 300 feam the road.

Dr. Gelfman reiterates that he is interested in the leastiplessnpact to the natural
stream.

Attorney Jewell summarizes the concerns; (1) the infiltratorstanindividual lots
will remain, and (2) the applicant will leave unttved and/or re-create the natural
stream bed as much as possible, avoiding exteripra. The Agent confirms that
the driveway should be paved.

The Chairman notes that since there is no public hearing ther@oay want to
discuss the approval of the permit. Mr. McChesmeyions, seconded by Mr. Katz, to
have the Agent draft a favorable resolution orapplication, incorporating Mr.

Jewell’s points, the Town Engineer’s requests nided for Town approval and permits
for the culvert under Old Sib Road, and commemsifthe Fire Marshal where the
Board responds to recommended grade changes affeetitlands. The motion

passed by a vote of 8-1, with Dr. Autuori abstaibedause he had not walked the site.

The draft resolution will come back to the tableote on 3/7/06.

#2006-010-SR-S: Summary Ruling application in conjunction with Z-fmubdivision
for property located oBryon Avenue in the SD R-20 zone. Owner/Appl.: Country
Club Development, LLC. Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNam & Gustafson, P.®5-
day action period ends 4/20/06. Received 2/14/06. Deter mine significance.

Mr. Foss recused himself from the discussion on this item.

The Chairman noted that the Board was given a week to revientw plans, and to
determine significance of the activity relativethe wetlands and watercourse and to
discuss the need (or not) for a public hearingeam the proposed plans.

The Agent also noted that there were unexpended funds deddsi the consultant’s
engineer’s review of the application, and thatapplicant might consent to using
those funds for review of this new application sificis a modification of the earlier
proposal. Mr. Katz confirmed that the consultaview should be done with the idea
of noting the differences with the new applicatiangd not a complete regurgitation of
the previous review and information. The Boardeadr and the Agent will discuss the
consultant review fees with the applicant.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney to treat pipdi@ation as a
summary ruling but to schedule a hearing concunsdtht the subdivision hearing on
4/4/06, based on the significant public interesttfi@ prior application. The plans
presented for this resubmission do not appear 8ubstantially different from the



original plan. The motion to hold a hearing paddsg a vote of 8-0-1, with Mr. Fossi
recused.

NEW ITEMS

6. #2006-011-SR: Summary Ruling application for regulated activiiythe upland
review area to construct a two-story addition teeaisting single-family residence
located atl5 Canterbury Lane in the RAAA zone. Owner/Appl.: James and Melanie
Howley. 65-day action period ends 4/27/06. For receipt and schedule walk.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to amkfedge receipt of the application
and to schedule a walk for 3/12/06. The motiorspds9-0.

BOARD WALKS
As noted above, walks were scheduled2bt Wilton Road West and15 Canterbury
Lane.

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

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence.

MINUTES
For approval: February 7, 2006

Mrs. Willis motioned, seconded by Mr. Slavin, tqpapve the minutes of February 7,
2006. Mrs. Mucchetti pointed out a minor typo @ge 2. The motion to approve the
minutes passed by a vote of 9-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 9:18 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Inland Wetlands Agent
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APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

February 21, 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

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.

At 9:20 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS

NEW ITEMS

1. #2005-100-A: Proposed amendment to Zoning Regulations (Turm§rBilk

Requirements for Conservation Cluster PRDs. Comangaitiated.For
discussion/action.

The Chairman noted the spreadsheet submitted earlier by theemts, which might
be helpful to the discussion. She also referetioednemo prepared by the Planner for
the meeting, and asked her to summarize the amemidme discussions thus far.

The Planner reviewed the past history of the review of thiplagation and previous
discussions, including the proposal to set bulkiregnents with 8-foot and 20-foot
setbacks, 18% coverage, and 30% floor area. Mm@sealso discussion about setting a
cap on the total size of a house, at 4,500 sqe&tdlbor area. The homeowners had
requested 35% floor area and 5,500 square foot Thpre was considerable
discussion on those numbers, and the consenshe Gdmmission was that 30% FAR
and a 4,500 square foot cap was appropriate. TEmnér talked to legal counsel about
establishing a special permit requirement for hoowes 4,500 square feet, and it was
confirmed that the Commission could make that nesaént, relating it to the
“considerations for approval” in Sec. 312.0 of #oming regulations. The spread sheet
shows that there are homes with the potential tovgo 4,500 square feet. The
Commission considered the increase over the capspecial permit to make those
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larger homes fit the character of the neighborhadi to maintain the integrity and
intent of the original regulations.

The Chairman asked about the conflict with the proposed speg@ainit requirement
and the established cap of 4,500 square feet (golag a and b of section 4). The
Planner agreed that the language could be madeckathat there would not be a
conflict. It should not appear that the Commissgpermitted to vary its own
regulation.

Mr. Katz is not concerned with the language, but is corezbmith the concept of a
special permit at all. He feels that if we apprawy one request for special permit, it
will set a precedent that virtually requires ap@iasf any request that follows. He
cites section 312.0.C “considerations for appréyaragraph (1), “The location, size
and intensity of the proposed use or uses, anditkeand location of the site shall be
in harmony with the appropriate and orderly develept of the districin which it is
located.” This is a singular district; it is ans@rvation district. He feels that once we
say that one increase is appropriate, then webwiforced to approve any such
application.

Mr. Katz feels that the Commission should cap the houseadid, 500 square feet.
People who buy into a conservation district dowaafreason (we would like to
believe), for which it was designed, with houseslase proximity, and with large
areas of open space. If it is desperately impoftarthese people to have a home of
grander size, for whatever their personal choipa#d, of that personal choice package
is to move.

Dr. Gelfman totally agrees with Mr. Katz, as does Dr. Autucfhe Planner points out
that if there is only a cap set at 4,500 squark fee homeowner could still apply for a
variance as with any other bulk regulation. Thettdd be clear — there is no absolute
prohibition of a larger house size.

Mr. Walsh says that if the Commission is concerned abouséagize, why not require
a special permit for anything beyond 4,000 squee¢ lbut not to exceed a maximum of
4,500 square feet. Mr. Katz acknowledges thatwioisld bring the “first blow” of the
impact of the regulation to the P&Z table first.r.MValsh and Mr. Katz both
acknowledge that the problem with getting a vamaisdhe applicant has to prove his
property is unique in that zone, and that theeehsardship, for a ZBA application. The
Planner notes that the ZBA follows those rules @oels not typically grant variances,
at least within the past few years, unless theduaness” of the property can be
proven. Recent examples on Bryon Avenue and Geddr8treet, where variances
were denied, were cited.

Mr. Katz would be more comfortable with a maximum cap Iset,no special permit.

He would like to see the integrity of the origizaine preserved, addressing a need to
correct inconsistencies as has been stated, bgonag beyond that.
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Dr. Autuori asks what is wrong with setting a cap at 4,00@sg|teet. The Chairman
refers to the numbers shown on the spreadsheetagsdhat 4,500 was discussed as
being a fair number during previous discussione FPlanner notes that the
homeowners asked for 5,500. Dr. Gelfman feels4l@Q0 square feet is enough. Mr.
Walsh says that 4,000 square feet would assisbA8h currently, according to the
chart. If bumped up to 4,500 square feet, elexmnds would require variances to
exceed 4,500. The Chairman points out that somehavould be max’d out at the
30% FAR, below the 4,000 square foot cap. Sherdodisagree with the concerns -
this zone is working the way it was designed, @amsla wonderful neighborhood. a
4,000 square-foot home is not small. Dr. Gelfreaoancerned with protecting the
district as a whole.

Mr. Katz asked if the FAR was needed in addition to the CHpe Planner stressed the
need to correct the regulation to make it fair aodsistent with requirements in other
residential zones. At present, the standard PRDIagons apply to this development.

Mr. Katz feels that the proposal by the Planner staff is good, along with a cap of
maximum house size that would preserve the charantkintegrity of the district and
the neighborhood. The Chairman states that thra &0 feet is really not that much;
it is only an extra room.

The Planner points out that the proposal is for 4,500 squeaet 6r 30% FAR,
whichever is lessThere are many homes that, at 30% FAR, will bk edow 4,500
square feet. The proposed numbers were notampitout were based on review of
the 70 or so surveys for the development and ardetation of what was already
customary and reasonable for the zone. The homarswaquested 35%, and she
agrees with the Commission that 30% seems fairdbase review of the surveys, and
certainly more reasonable than what they have mduch is the standard PRD bulk
requirements.

Mr. Katz points out that people should know whatythave when they buy into it.

The Planner states that under the standard PRDatems, the Conservation Cluster is
confined to a 25-foot perimeter setback which iseafistic. Mr. Katz reiterates the
consensus of 30% and 4,000 square feet. The Cénaisiiil favors 4,500 square feet
for a cap. With more discussion, the consensustiavasike paragraph (b) for the
special permit, and amend paragraph (a) to estadleap of 4,000 square feet.

Mr. Katz states for the record that he recalls a lot ofdiseussion at the table for the
original zoning regulation, and Dr. Gelfman and Rutuori’s support of the concept
for a Conservation District. The concept was addpn unanimity by the Commission
at the time. It's important that Commissioners wgitafter the advent of a good idea
perpetuate the good idea. Dr. Gelfman pointsloeieikample of a home in town built
up to the property setback lines. That is whdelaes here, because that home spoiled
the whole streetscape in that case. The Planmetspmut the 8-foot and 20-foot
setbacks proposed are based on examples of walagasly in Turner Hill. That
shouldn’t happen under the proposed regulatiore drfginal regulations had no
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setbacks, with zero lot-line setbacks permittetisTs better. The Chairman notes that
the majority of the homes still have the abilityaidd on as they wish.

The Chairman asks for a motion on the regulation as amendeti, twe 4,000 square
foot cap and no special permit requirement. Ske abtes the other proposed changes
at the beginning of the regulations, as “housekegpminor changes.

Mr. Katz motions, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to adthg regulation as amended. The
motion passed, 9-0.

#2005-142-SP-SR: Special 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 locategbabr ove Street adjacent to existing
commercial building in the B-2 zone. Owner/Appk. Grove Ridgefield, LLC. Auth.
Agent: Artel Engineering Group, LL@®Received 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. Public hearing closed and tabled 2/14/06.65-day action period ends
4/20/06. For action.

The Chairman opened the discussion on the special permit agdfmit, noting that the
Inland Wetlands Board is requesting a draft, falite@esolution on the summary
ruling application for the project.

Dr. Gelman made a motion to draft a resolution of denialpseled by Mrs. Willis.

Dr. Gelfman says his opinion principally based akmowledge that it is a
contaminated site, and it is unfit for housing.rd@aally, he wouldn’t bring his family
onto that site for another 20 or 50 years. Mrdlis\agrees. She can’t responsibly
approve housing. She has heard the arguments different engineers, but she just
can’t support it. She also doesn't like that thett they are building so close to the
neighboring property and depending on them foresurey.

Mr. Slavin supports the motion to deny. He says that lormgheggworked in the
environment of testing for those standards forfélaeral EPA, and the science people
wanted tighter limits than the EPA did then andslieew. He thinks that there is a
risk for people, potentially, in the limits thatueabeen set, and for its potentially risky
environment for people.

The Chairman refers to the analogy made during the public Inggprocess to testing
for radon, and asks Mr. Slavin if he does not agvitle that analogy — Mr. Slavin does
not agree that analogy, but he doesn’t stronglggise. He says that setting limits for
testing is very hard, because how do you testitimits? If the levels are low, but
in fact there is a long enough time at those lewesa begin to have problems with
cancer, and you have to wait a long time for thidte Chairman asks if that means
longer than we have waited for so far on this prgpeHe says yes. He says this is
like the comments that Dr. Autuori has talked aldourh time to time, about the
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potential for biological problems. You can’t sémat there clearly is a biological
problem, but there is a potential and it's a ribkiginess, and the levels should be
lower than the levels they are reporting before goupeople in there, with children
living in it. That's quite distinct from having seething commercial there.

Dr. Autuori has two points. He agrees with the general téneéhat’s being said.
What most concerns him about the type of contananas that it is volatile. If this
were some sort of mineral or metal that binds &dhil and never goes away, you
could cover it with concrete or a barrier and dtig of commission. But this is not the
case. The minute they spoke about vapor barhergjas concerned. He does not
trust these barriers for human habitation. Thedsdeds that are set by the DEP are a
concern. He refers to a report he gave the BolBklectmen about a pesticide that is
now being reported as damaging to the public healtn though previous standards
were met. The whole point, he says, is thatat iisk that, as a public official voting

in favor of housing, he is unwilling to take, thlatmans should go and live on this site.
He is concerned about long-term biological effealiseit very small. He doesn’'t have
to balance the economic benefit to a large corpmratersus one life in a 100,000 or a
million, he is just looking at those lives. Ontlasis alone, he does not feel
comfortable voting for this project.

Mr. McChesney asks what is the risk for the existing busines@ome other office
or business? Isitless? Mr. Slavin says yas,dtcombination of how high a level of
the contaminants gets into the environment wheoplpeare living, and how long they
are subjected to that. He would feel more combdetavith an office complex as
opposed to residential, where people are thererflyr40 hours per week, and there
are no children. That's very important. Childame far more susceptible to trouble
from these volatile compounds.

Mr. McChesney asks what Mr. Slavin would thinkh&thousing were age-restricted,
for 62 and over? Mr. Slavin thinks that would beatm less of a problem. Dr. Autuori
says that it would take 30 years, plus or minustHe effects of the effects of
carcinogens to show up. Mr. McChesney asks abdayeare center, and both Mr.
Slavin and Dr. Autuori agree that it would not Ipp@ppriate.

Mrs. Willis also makes the point that the monitoring wellsgaieg to change and

will be moved. Itis better to deal with the welhat are there, because you are dealing
with the same place. You can’t truly relate thegomg statistics to previous testing if
the wells are shifted five or fifteen feet from wlehey are currently located.

Mr. Walsh says the standards were very difficult to undexdias presented, but there
are standards, and the engineers live their liyahdse standards. There were two
professionals, and one stating that as it is mgit, they don’t even meet the volatility
criteria. One says there is a possibility thatiit meet the standards if the volatility
decreases. The other engineer, working on beh#tiedBoard, said the same thing. It
doesn’t come close to the existing standard. Wmitethere yet.
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Mr. Slavin says they are close to the current governmergatiards, but it is still
significantly above the established levels, andshzart of the risk. He reviewed the
detailed data presented by the applicant, and tioé®ne or two of the compounds
are slightly higher levels than the current staddaf the EPA. Mr. Walsh is confused
and thought there were standards that were not met.

Mr. Katz refers to the comments made by (LEP) Scott Bristbis letter to the
Commission, comment GE4 about the groundwater.té$tssays that the DEP has
established less stringent remediation criteridgtierGB, the nonpotable water, and
under questioning, their LEP (licensed environmigmtafessional) said there could be
no sign-off yet, and then we learned that the $&38gent standard at the site, has been
determined to be contaminated with chlorinatedesaly and he goes through a
laundry list. He says the contaminant levels dsrd@ned by ATC Associates have
been found to exceed current and proposed groutef Veael volatization criteria for
residential areas, thereby requiring remediatibhe germaine point here, is that
despite the fact that they are going to put a ¢bairrier down, despite the fact that
they are going to move monitoring wells, they cadn off today even on the lesser
standard for GP water. If that were an isolated, fae would have to go through the
machinations to assess risk. But we are askegpmeae a special permit for this
complex, and if we look at number four of our caolesations for approval in that
section of the regulations which we “shall find'Viesbeen met, it says that, “The
proposed uses shalbt impair the public health, safety or welfar@hat is an
absolute imperative at this point, because thafgssionals don’t know enough and
can't sign off that this is okay, and won't be smme years to come. And they were
asked by Mr. Katz why they didn’t wait until thegudd sign off, when they've got a
legitimate project. But he can’t vote for someththat has a “shall” in it when their
own people won't sign off.

Mr. Walsh says that our consultant indicated that the graatelr has nothing to do
with this site because they’re not going to drin& water there. It has nothing to do
with the volatility, which is what the Commissianaoncerned with. As it pertains to
the volatility, the engineer said there is nothimgng with this site.

Mr. Slavin agrees, but there is still a risk. Mr. Katz stnat his ability to say that he
knows for a certainty that these living quarterf albsolutely, shall not, present any
safety or health risks, for youngsters especiaiigd he might feel the same about old
people, too — that’s the imperative.

Dr. Autuori says he doesn’t think it's the Commission’s jolbé&oinvolved in risk
assessment. The Commission is mandated to satetheahealth, safety and welfare.
He would not say how serious this risk is — he segsk, albeit small, it is real, in the
ground. We have heard engineers tell us that barsemgineering parameters there is
no problem, but he is not looking at it as an eegin He is someone who is concerned
about the adverse health potential if any of thvedatiles would escape.
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Mr. Walsh asks if Dr. Autuori can come to that conclusiosdzhon the expert
testimony that the Commission has heard? He say$e cannot. He has a certain
amount of expertise, not as an organic chemistheutas a doctorate in biology and
physiology, and he knows for example about therbldersus the young. Dr. Autuori
asked the applicant if the units were age-resttjced they were not. When you have
the potential for carcinogenicity or teratogenigcishich has to do with damage to
embryonic tissue, the more rapidly developing cglish as you find in children, are
more susceptible to damage and usually in loweesltsan older individuals. And
there is a latency period, from the time that ymiexposed to carcinogenetic
materials and the time that cancer develops ibésd It can go from a few months to
many years. If a person is 65 or 70 and livesptaae where there are carcinogenic
materials in the ground, that person is probabipgto die of natural causes before he
would develop cancer from that particular probleBut if you put children in a place
like that, or even people 35 or 40, you are puttivegn at risk. The elderly would be
less affected because of the latency to exposure.

Mr. McChesney has to defer to those who are more knowledgebbteasks if they
would be receptive to this project if it were tano® back as age-restricted? Dr.
Gelfman, Mr. Slavin and Dr. Autuori feel they midig able to support it, if the age
restriction were high enough. The Chairman askat\imd of message that sends -
we don’t mind approving a project on contaminateiti 8s long as it's age-restricted.

Dr. Autuori says that the risk is not the same. Mr. Slavys $here is absolutely no
guestion, and the consultants confirm, that thesnals are poisonous and are
carcinogenic, and volatile. That's known and cle@ne question is, at what levels?
And how much will people in these houses be exptsedit is hard to assess because
it's hard to know whether the volatility will drivilhose materials from the ground,
especially when they move the wells around and sxplifferent layers. That’s risky.
How do you make a judgment on how much risk arewlleng to take? In the job that
we’re in, we shouldn’t take much of a risk.

Mr. Katz refers again to the letter from LEP Scott Brist@imment GE6 about the
soil, and reads “No data was reviewed pertainingutoent status of potential soil
contamination. Sampling conducted during priot sahoval activities indicated that
contaminant levels in excess of the applicable R8Bpresent in the vicinity of the
existing site building.” That is not a surpriset i indicates that the complete testing
of the site that the applicant testified to, hasbe®n done, and no sign-off at this point
can occur. He would probably support an age-asttidevelopment, too, but not one
for the general population.

Chairman Mucchetti says that as the public hearing process contirshedlrealized

that there was more contamination on the site sh@rhad thought. And then the
applicant’s representative alarmed her more wherfalnd out that he represented the
DEP in the remediation as well as the applicantth\tthe second public hearing and
testimony from the Board’s LEP consultant, Mr. Brisshe was a little more
comfortable. Then she started hearing about alttbclaimers that would be put into
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documents on the project, and realized that atyewen the homeowners would be
made aware of the contaminants on the propertyttentuilders would be doing the
“belts and suspenders” remediation (the vapor éeyion the units. The building
community says this is not unusual — it’s like nagdand we live with it all the time.
But now she has listened to people’s opinion forcWwishe has great respect,
especially Mr. Slavin and Dr. Autuori with theirgertise and background, and her
comfort level has sunk again.

Mrs. Willis asks if the reports about the contamination haenltoming on a regular
basis. The Planner states that there is a sta@pofts covering several years, and the
applicant supplied missing reports at the officeguest. There was a time, however,
when the site was not monitored. The current comATC) has been monitoring

for the past few years. Mrs. Willis asks if theras a legal opinion on the issue of
liability for the Town. The Chairman thinks th&iou have to ask the question, that
should be the first concern. If you want to beadesd from responsibility, you need

to think about the kind of decision you are goiograke.

Dr. Autuori says that he is in no way trying to set himselbggontradicting the
engineer. He is coming from different traininggdeof concern, his own discomfort
and ultimately he has to live with his vote.

Mr. Katz says it's also good to remember that the mostifspet statutory
requirements for the work of a Planning and Zor@aognmission is to protect the
public health, safety and welfare. That’'s numb®g,even if we don’t do anything
else we can't get away without doing that. Thislyably is okay, but “probably” may
not be good enough in this circumstance. He wbkidto call the question.

The Planner cautions that any action now has to be a drafiuésn and not a final
vote, because the Commission cannot act untilrttaadl Wetlands Board has
completed its decision. The Chairman wants toune Before calling the vote,
especially since the opinion of some of the Comioies's in this discussion seems to
be swaying the opinion of some who may have beeginally in favor of the
proposal. She respects the knowledge of Commisssomho may know more than
she does on the issues discussed. She wants sosuakthat there is enough
information and answers to questions before ta&utmpn.

Mr. McChesney thinks there has been a good summary of the hggand discussion
from our own knowledgeable people. One comforthraught is the idea that is might
be age-restricted. This is kind of appealing, tredrepresentation that the vapor
barrier would minimize the risk of contaminatioreipositive piece of construction
that would make age-restriction even more palajasevell as less risky. If that's an
alternative the applicant would want to considethia future, we could turn this
proposal down.
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Mrs. Willis says she is not in favor of any housing. She doésvant to say that
housing is okay for the elderly because their desathevitable anyway, in 30 years.
This doesn’t make a difference.

The Chairman asks if they are ready to vote for a draft deraatj the consensus is to
vote based on the earlier motion of Dr. Gelfman #edsecond by Mrs. Willis. The
motion passed, 7-2. Mr. Walsh and Mr. Fossi wggosed. The draft will come
back in two weeks.

3. #2005-175-R: Proposed re-subdivision of 3.061 acres to creabebinlding lots on
property located oh ot #6, Old Still Road in the RAA zone. Owners/Appls.:
Christina and Charles Stietz8eceived 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.Tabled 2/14/06. For action.

The draft resolution was distributed the previoeekand tabled to allow the Town
Engineer time to comment on the conditions pemaino work in the town road right-
of-way. The Planner outlined the conditions in piheposed resolution, and indicated
that the Town Engineer did not have any concerh thié¢ proposed conditions.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Slavirggprove the proposed resolution
of approval for the subdivision. The motion paskga vote of 9-0.

4, #2006-006-REV: request folRevision to condition #3 Four-Lot Subdivision Adegt
Resolution of Approval (#2005-160-S) to permit h®ts remain on lots 2 and 3 when
map is filed for property located 83 Main Street in the SD R-20 zone. Owner:
Richard F. Mele. Appl.: Richard F. Mele and JosBpiCoffey.Received 2/7/06. 65-
day action period ends 4/13/06. For action. (tentative- pending receipt of legal
opinion).

The Chairman noted that the legal opinion was ebtiyailable from counsel, and the
item should be tabled.

NEW ITEMS

5. #2006-012-SP: request for Special Permit under Sec. 312.0 asrexfjby Sec. 333.0
of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations to construgtistoric Equipment Storage Barn
on property located odalpin Lanein the RAA zone. Owner: Town of Ridgefield.
Appl.: James Belote, Ridgefield Volunteer Fire D&ptdays to commence public
hearing ends 4/27/06. For receipt, schedule walk and public hearing.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney, tmawledge receipt of the
application and to schedule a walk for 3/12/06 amaiblic hearing for 4/4/06. The
motion passed by a vote of 9-0.
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6. #2006-013-AH: Application under Sec. 8-30g of the Connecticut &ahStatutes for
a 20-unit, all affordable, housing project on pnbpéocated aProspect Ridge Road
and Halpin Lanein the CAH zone. Owner: Town of Ridgefield. ApgPhilip
Bergquist, Chairman Ridgefield Housing AuthorityutA. Agent: John F. McCoy VII,
P.E.65-days to commence public hearing ends 4/27/06. For receipt, schedule walk
and public hearing.

The Planner briefly explained that the applicatieas submitted under §8-30g of the
Connecticut Statutes because the density is sligigher than allowed on the parcel.
The applicant will include data on the existing gegate and affordable units on the
adjoining parcel of the Ridgefield Housing Authgrias part of his presentation of the
proposed new units.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to amkiedge receipt of the
application, to schedule a site walk for 3/12/0&j a public hearing for 4/11/06. The
motion passed, 9-0.

7. #2005-159-REV: Request to modify Revision to Special Permit, 12 property
located aB87 Main Street, Addessi Jewelers, in the CBD zone. Owner: Wayne A
Addessi.For receipt/action.

Chairman Mucchetti asked the Commission to readktiter from Mr. Addessi
requesting a change to the conditions of the agat®evision to the Special Permit
for the vestibule at 387 Main Street, and noted tii@item would return to the agenda
on March 7, 2006, when the applicant would be preseexplain his position.

8. Chairman Mucchetti asked for an additional iterb@cadded to the agenda, for receipt
of the application for special permit for th@-Year Plan for Tiger Hollow
(Ridgefield High School). She suggested a sitk\ial 4/2/06 and a public hearing
for 4/18/06.

Mr. Walsh motioned to add the item to the agendadoeipt and to set the dates for
walk and public hearing as suggested, secondedrb¥d4si. The motion passed, 9-0.

COMMISSION WALKS
As noted in items above, walks were scheduledHfapin Lane, Prospect Ridge, and
Tiger Hollow.

REQUESTSFOR BOND RELEASE / REDUCTION
There were no requests for bond release or reductio

MINUTES
For approval: February 7, 2006.

Mrs. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney fraye the minutes of February 7,
2006. Chairman Mucchetti noted a minor correctioder “Correspondence” on page 8,
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stating that Mr. McChesney had given the reporth@nEconomic Development
Commission meeting held by the Board of Selectniéme motion to approve the
amended minutes passed by a vote of 9-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjediihe meeting at 10 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Director of Planning
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