APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

February 27, 2007 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair/ Secretary
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis

Absent: Walter Slavin

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Inland Wetlands Agent
Richard Baldelli, Zoning Enforcement Officer

A Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 8:30 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS
There were no pending items.

NEW ITEMS
There were no new items.

BOARD WALKS
There were no walks to be scheduled.

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASE OR REDUCTION
There were no requests for bond release or reductio

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence to discuss.

MINUTES
The minutes of February 20, 2007 were distributed.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 8:31 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Inland Wetlands Agent



APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

February 27, 2007 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair/ Secretary
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis

Absent: Walter Slavin

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning
Richard Baldelli, Zoning Enforcement Officer

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 8:32 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-028-Regs Comprehensive update and proposed revisions adhieag regulations
for the Town of Ridgefield, including the followirgpne changes: (1) eliminate the DPD
(Design Professional District) zone, to be re-zotweB-3 (General Business and
Industry); (2) Change R-5-1 and R-5 zones (10 dndriit multi-family) to MFDD
(Multi-Family Dwelling Development); (3) Change CAl@ongregate and Affordable
Housing) and RCDD (Restricted Corporate Developriasifrict) to ARHD (Age-
Restricted Housing District); (4) Change CCF (Couitng Care Facility) zone to RAA,
(5) Establish the CBD (Central Business DistrictraVillage District in accordance with
8-2i of the CGS.For discussion/action.

Chairman Mucchetti noted that the public hearing had been closeddeuission
could begin. Consultant Glenn Chalder of Planiiogtwas present for the discussion.

Mr. M cChesney referenced the 10-page hand-out of comments méfdmrthe Planner.
He suggested that the comments made by legal doshmséd be adopted as
recommended, and any comment mentioned as an™sirould be corrected. The
Commission should review the remainder of the contmtable, item by item, to
determine if the recommendations can be adoptsthted, or modified. Chairman
Mucchetti suggested that this would be a good wayegin the discussion, and
acknowledged that there may be additional itentidouss as well.



On page 2 of the hand-ol,r. McChesney asked about the reference to page 36 and the
“Adaptive Reuse of Buildings” section. He askedywihis regulation should be limited

to properties on State highways — why not on Tosads? There was some discussion
about the fact that the State highways includefairanchville Road, West Lane, and
Route 116, as well as Route 7 and Route 35. Adaptiuse for businesses on some of
these State highways might be inviting intrusiorr@inmercial use into the very rural
residence zones.

Dr. Autuori suggested limiting the scope to properties on &@utnly. Consultant
Glenn Chalder explained how the regulation workg/ifton, and emphasized that the
proposed use has to meet strict review by the Casion within limited standards and
controls. Richard Baldelli, Zoning Enforcement iGéf, noted that many of the State
roads cover large areas that are rural and residlesrttd may not be appropriate for
business. Mr. Katz said that this regulation rigg attractive to persons leaving town
who wanted to increase the value of their homesdte by turning them into legal
business uses. Mrs. Willis said that Wilton hgsraped some nice projects under this
type of regulation on Route 7, and the proposgdlation might do the same in
Ridgefield. Mr. Fossi agreed.

After some discussion, the consensus was to chtiegegulation as suggested by Dr.
Autuori so that it pertains only to U.S. Route @perties, and to leave the remainder of
the language as proposed.

Mr. McChesney referenced page 52, and the need to determinecargage for
maximum or “not to exceed” floor area ratio for maipal or governmental facilities in
residence zones. The Planner noted that counsel ganeral objection to giving the
Commission unlimited discretion to determine allovirecreases or decreases in
standards. It was agreed that staff would havegearch existing examples in Town, to
make an appropriate recommendation.

The comments referencing page 60 suggest defipaiglic water and sewer” more
definitively. Mr. McChesney said that “public water supply company water suppl
was confusing, and all agreed. The Planner saidhtient of the definition is to specify
“public” companywater supplies, as opposed to water supply systesased by groups
of homeowners who might form a private water sumgmpany. Mr. Katz pointed out
that Aquarion is a “public” company because itsstbck as a public company. Mr.
Chalder suggested checking for the statutory teslogy for a public utility.

Mr. Katz asked to address the same concept for sewersefanced to remarks made
earlier in the letter presented by the Ridgefieftb® Space Association. The concept of
limiting multi-family to those areas that may bewvssl by sewer by are not currently on-
line is really a financial decision, not a zoniregsion. Anyone who can afford to
extend the sewer, whether it is in Ridgefield oDembury, can in effect turn a
residentially zoned property, or in the case 008-a non-residentially zoned property in
any zone, into a high-density use that we wouldnae® intended in our hard-fought



regulations. He is wondering if there is a wayuidher restrict that, by delineating what
we mean by “served by sewer,” if we mean sewerecuosently existing sewer districts.

Mr. Walsh asked how that would change if the Board of Seieatwanted to extend the
sewer district, because the PZC does not haveaernzo determine the limits of the
sewer district, the Board of Selectmen does. $uweifSelectmen decide to extend the
sewer district, why would the PZC necessarily beweing the possible use there?

Mr. Katz said he didn’t think you would necessarily exclalde use. It is the Water
Pollution Control Authority who decides whetheretgpand the sewer district, and they
frequently rely on the opinion of the under-lyiragntl use agency to which application
would be made for the project that might ensuegwiee district to be extended. It gives
the PZC a potential of additional level of contwekr where this proliferation of high-
density housing might occur. It is one more stionte wall of protection against
increased density in the Town of Ridgefield whilsl,says, will be the death of this
town.

Mr. Walsh asked how the language should read? The Plaaitkstse would caution the
Commission carefully about this, because theresaveral things to consider. The Plan
of Conservation and Development is where the Cosionsusually states where
increased development should occur. She saidapalt counsel may have to be
consulted about adding limiting language in zonitndimit sewers. The Board of
Selectmen and the WPCA have purview of the extensitowever, the Plan of
Conservation and Development clearly reference€tmamission’s ability to issue a
report when a proposal is referred by the Selectiméine Commission as required under
Sec. 8-24 of the Connecticut General Statutess fferral is required before any action
is taken.

Mr. Katz suggests that the language reference allowingo@vent in “existing sewer
districts,” so if they extended the sewer distticgn it would be in an “existing sewer
district,” after the 8-24 referral. The languageuld indicate what the Commission
expects, that there is an “existing sewer district.

Dr. Autuori thinks that John’s position is the best, or aallafack position the language
should specify the “Ridgefield” municipal sewddr. Gelfman agrees with Dr. Autuori,
but cautions that the Commission should not throwrdany “red flags” or create rules
that are going to lead to litigation. Dr. Autusays that in the next several years the
Ridgefield plant will have to be upgraded to me&FDrequirements, and there is the
potential for some symbiotic development that wcagdnvolved with that. He thinks
that if the language refers to the Ridgefield mip@tsewers, we have a margin of safety
and will not raise the red flag that Dr. Gelfmamsrried about.

Mr. Chalder emphasized that for a new development to occzona change has to take
place, and the Commission has the maximum legislaiscretion of all, so even if they
do have sewer it doesn’t mean that you have to chdregeone.



Mr. Katz points out that under 8-30g, however, the lackesfers can be critical if an 8-
30g application is proposed, and the Town shoutdrao afraid of lawsuits. The
Commission needs to be prepared to make Ridgejrel in the best interests of the
residents, and the best interest of the residemis growth. We need to do everything
we can to achieve that. Dr. Gelfman points out tiha Commission does not want to
foreclose negotiations by its actions.

Chairman Mucchetti asks how Mr. Katz’'s suggested wording for “exigtpublic
sewers” affects property that is intended to beesed; but is not currently connected.
How does that property fall within the definitiorf@r. Katz says that the property is not
currently in the existing sewer district. Mrs. Mbetti said, in that case Mr. Katz's
language would not have her support. Chairman keiticsays there are properties that
have long been shown on the WPCA'’s maps as intetadieel sewered, but there is
currently not enough capacity in the plant, andensapacity to become available, the
intent was to connect them. There was a lot afudision when the line was taken out to
the high school, that it might potentially offerpeaity for communities who would want
it. She says that John’s suggested language Viautdhat.

Mr. Katz disagrees for two reasons. The Planner has alt@adght out the controlling
one — the Plan of Conservation and Development shbe/areas that the Planning
Commission sees as desirable for sewers. The g&@wmmission is in charge of an 8-
24 referral if there were a proposal to extendsewers, and obviously one would think
that the Zoning Commission would follow the suggestn the Plan of Conservation and
Development, and that would then become part oé#iting Ridgefield sewer district.
“Existing” and “Ridgefield” are the controlling fears here.

Chairman Mucchetti says she thinks a hair is being put on the tdtaedould be split,

if the situation was one in which the person whea watting the hair on the table wanted
it to be split, but if not it would be fine. Mr.8{z says that would be one person, and
there would be eight other votes that might beisagreement. Chairman Mucchetti
prefers to leave the language as it is.

Mr. Katz would like the matter referred to counsel, to iskwould be inappropriate for
the Zoning Commission to state in its regulatidret tulti-family development be
confined to areas served by the existing Ridgefelder district. Mr. Chalder asks if
“existing” means as of 2/27/07? Mr. Katz sayswe,mean “existing” as in Webster’s
dictionary. Mrs. Willis suggests using the worctlideated.” The Planner references the
Chairman’s earlier comment about properties thaiewpeeviously designated as “to be
sewered,” but the lines are not currently extertdatiose areas. Those are “existing
sewer districts.” Were the plants not able to hartite projects within the district, those
plants would have to be expanded. They are evafudte downtown plant right now,
because it is already at 90% capacity. There emeepties currently in the district that
may or may not, even at this point, be serveddayd capacity. Mr. Katz says that
language should reference the “existing or plarfo€dsewer district, with the “planned
for” referring to the Plan of Conservation and Diepenent. The Chairman asks if it
would include areas that the WPCA has designatéplasned for,” and Mr. Katz said



the Commission would not have anything to say alioWlr. Katz says that he is trying
to get a handle on those areas where the Commistilomas some statutory control over
what happens. It is necessary for the Commissi@farify what it says, and if it says
“existing or planned for” we have both the recomdedions that the POCD made, and
the regulations promulgated by the Zoning Commissimight.

Chairman Mucchetti agreed that she and staff would consult with ceLos the
language. The Planner asked again if Mr. Katziglege referred to districts “planned
for” in the POCD, and would it include areas mmothat Plan that are in the WPCA
records? Mr. Katz agreed that if the WPCA hastifled an area, then it is a “planned
for” sewer district.

Dr. Gelfman says the critical issue is “Ridgefield” sewerst bli. Katz says that issue is
actually more complicated to control.

The regulations should be corrected in all placksre the requirement for “public water
and sewer” is found.

Chairman Mucchetti referenced the comment for page 59 of the proposgdations,

and the suggestion to change the maximum perndgedity for independent living units
in the ARHD zone as 3 units instead of 5.5 unf@nsensus was to change the density to
3 as suggested. Dr. Gelfman is concerned abolanagst and steep slopes and how that
might affect density. The Planner noted that sdbion of these environmental
constraints prior to determining density would beeparate regulation.

Mr. Katz asked about the density of 8 units per acre foggate living. He is
concerned about separate living units that mighbecappropriate at that density The
Planner stated that “congregate” indicates shagadces such as dining rooms and
recreational areas, and buildings are not typicadlyup as individual units. Mr. Walsh
said there is a state statute that defines “corgeé@nd indicates shared services in the
definition. The Planner also indicated that teisiSpecial Permit review by the
Commission, where there is discretion to approveenty a proposed design. Mr.
Chalder offered to add the words “within a singleicture” to define congregate living
units, to discourage individual unit design.

The Commission acknowledged that changes pertatningcently passed amendments
should be corrected as noted in the comments table.

Mr. McChesney pointed out the recommendation on pages 4 andtedfble, referring
to page 99 in the proposed regulations, to estahli%ot to exceed” 25% percent
reduction of the number of required parking spdoesixed uses. The Commission
agreed that this was reasonable.

Chairman Mucchetti referenced page 9 on the comments table, pertaioipgge 125,
and asked if the statement, “Applications subjeptthe provisions of the Section shall
be referred to the Village District Consultant...’bsiid be changed to “maybe



referred.” The Planner pointed out that the refldse mandatory under 8-2i. The other
suggested changes, she said, indicate that therA&ybe the Village District
Consultant, but the Commission may decide to desgga different set of individuals as
the VDC, including perhaps a member of the Hisadri®ociety.

The last correction is on page 44 of the proposgdlations, where an accessory
structure in the front yard of a residence shoelchbted as requiring a Special Permit.
Accessory structures are permitted with a zoningnhigorovided that they are not the
front yard.

Mr. Katz suggested that the letter submitted by ROSA aptidic hearing be discussed.
He asks, for instance, if the 8-foot setback rexyugnt for Conservation Cluster PRDs
should be changed to 12 feet, as per the ROSA.ldttevas agreed by the other
Commissioners that most of the ROSA comments atbefist of items to be discussed
at a later date. The Planner said that some ofgbets have already been addressed.
For instance, they questioned the 55-and-oldetlaé&2-and-older provision, saying
that currently 55-and-older is not permitted atsprég. Why is it included in the new
regulations? The Planner pointed out the ageictstr is defined by federal law, and
theoretically any multi-family development could &ge-restricted under the federal
legislation. In addition, the 5.5 density for ipg@adent living units has been changed to
3 units/acre as suggested.

The Planner said that the suggestion to definddhble area” is a good one, and that is
on the list of future consideration€hairman M ucchetti emphasized that the topics for
future discussion is not, in her opinion, a “cadisil” Many of the items should be dealt
with as soon after the adoption of the new regoregtias possible.

Mr. Katz asks, since some of these “hot” issues are irt tbthe Commission now,

why shouldn’t they be addressed now, before thement goes to print? Chairman
Mucchetti said there are other issues that are %ater” than those brought forth by
ROSA, and these issues will be dealt with as seguoasible. Mr. Fossi pointed out that
several issues would require separate public hgmahogether. Dr. Autuori pointed out
that the change to 3 units/acre in the ARHD zormarsially addressing the ROSA letter.
The Commission agreed.

The Planner said she had talked to Dr. Ben Oko of the Consiemv&ommission about
the way that the Commission looks at PRD proposatsme of the Conservation
Commission’s concerns about quality of open spacegss to open space, and planning
for protection of open space are better addresgdideP&Z Commission now, having
learned from past problems, even without changdisetoegulations. The pre-application
covers many of these issues, too.

Mrs. Willisasked about the Smart Growth comment. The Plasmeétthis issue is
handled to a certain extent in the POCD, but thezeno specific regulations that would
gualify as “smart growth.” Mrs. Willis suggestdtht the statement about “access to
services” for high-density development could beakesl a bit, to make it more clear.



Chairman Mucchetti noted that the 8-foot setback issue for the TuHikidevelopment
had been exhaustively discussed by the Commissieady, in previous public hearings.
The new regulations include the amendment adoptedeoCommission. She repeated
that the substantial issues on the “future” lidt need thorough review and discussion.

Dr. Autuori says that under “smart growth,” the whole con@éparge-lot subdivisions
would change, which are, in general, antithetioarhart growth. It is a total
philosophical change, not a small “tweak.”

Chairman Mucchetti asked the Commission to go over the proposed mapges. The
changes were noted by the Commission, and hadtheesughly described in the public
hearing notice. The Planner commented on the gexpohanges.

Chairman Mucchetti asked the Planner to describe the process thdtvialow

tonight’s discussion. The Planner said that theeee some items needing clarification
and opinion from counsel, and these items migtirbeght back next week, if time
permits. The Planner said that a final draft wouaded to be prepared with help from the
consultant.

Mr. McChesney asked about the letter received that afternoam f&hipman &

Goodwin, and the Chairman said the issue of the HOi® and the court order would be
addressed with advice from counsel. Mr. Chaldéntpd out that the proposed PDD
(Planned Development District) might have addresisisdparcel, but it was not included
in the final draft. The HOD could have become PDibe Planner said that the
applicant for the HOD development has requesteadildibg permit, so they have
“vested” their right in the approved plan. Theylwe non-conforming if the HOD is not
adopted in the new regulations, but that may noessarily violate the court order.
Counsel’s opinion will be needed to confirm.

Mr. Chalder said he was not sure that his presence would éaedeat future meetings
and commented that it had been a pleasure workitigtiae Commission and staff. He
pointed out that the Commission would need to picleffective date for the new
regulations, and suggested a 30-day to 45-dayg@&ltmwing adoption, to give enough
time for people to react under the current regoretiif needed. If a building permit is
issued under the current regulations, they areté@dsvith those regulations. Some
people may have been working with architects flang time under the old regulations,
and a 2-week window for adoption of the new regarfes might not be fair.

Chairman Mucchetti said that Commission was grateful for the oppatyuio work

with Mr. Chalder on these regulations, and remintiedCommission that we had
essentially run out of money to pay for the firmfmonths of his services. It is hoped
that Planimetrics might work on another projecthe future.

NEW ITEMS
There were no new items.



COMMISSION WALKS
There were no walks to be scheduled.

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

CORRESPONDENCE
Correspondence was included in the packet, but nasediscussed.

MINUTES

The minutes for February 20, 2007 were distributed.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 9:28 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Director of Planning



