APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD MEETING

July 6, 2010 Present: Michael Autuori
Peter Chipouras
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz
James McChesney
Phil Mische
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh, Vice Chairman

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Inland Wetlands Agent

A Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 7:37 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2010-057-SRSummary Ruling Application under Section 7.5 reggiby Section
4.3 of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Ragukabf the Town of Ridgefield
for pond and stream dredging and maintenance qrepnplocated a812 Rippowam
Roadin the RAAA zone. Owner/Appl.: Roger Provépa-day action period ends
8/19/2010. Received 6/15/2010. Walked 6/27/2010. For discussion/action

Chairman Mucchetti recognized the applicant, Roger Provey, who desdrthe
proposed work. New drawings are in the file, reedi7/6/10. There was some
discussion about the fact that there is no “revisiadle on the new plan; it was
stamped received in the office on 7/6.

Mr. Provey stated that the pond was created about 1979, anted with a stream,
with an outlet into a large wetland. He said i leeen relatively silt-free until about
5 or 6 years ago, when the Town did some work forawve the driveway into Sturges
Park. He sent a letter to the Town about the prabbut received no reply. When
the road is graded every year, more siltation acciihe native stone spillway on the
pond has helped to prevent downstream erosion.

Mr. Provey used the new drawing to describe thekwéte showed the origin of the
stream and pointed to the path that it takes fitoenTtown property to his property.

The work involves the removal of material from #teeam inlet (to be done during
low-flow periods) and then removal of silt from thend. Water from the stream
would be pumped around the pond, starting at a fspitfi above the pond.



Chairman Mucchetti asked what would be done with the material thate®out of
the pond, for de-watering. Mr. Provey showed tleaan the map (in yellow) where
the material would be used. It will not be takdintloe site.

Mr. Katz asked if Mr. Provey had reviewed the Conservaiommission letter, and

he said, yes. The Agent pointed out the lettenfAgent Pardee, which Mr. Provey

had not seen. Mr. George Orlan of the Conserv&immmission attempted to clarify
what the CC meant by “settling basin,” and thers s@me discussion on that issue.
Dr. Autuori was concerned that silty water was Imeihg transported off the site. Mr.
Provey felt that the Parks and Recreation Depaitsteuld do something to prevent
the erosion from upstream.

Mr. Katz asked for clarification of the temporary stock@tea, and asked why it
was called “temporary” if the intent is to use thaterial on the site. Mr. Katz also
wanted to know where the material would be usextesihere should be no
depositing of material in wetlands. Mr. Provey lexped that the stockpile areas
would be used for de-watering of the material beefors spread in non-wetland
areas.

Dr. Autuori asked if the sump would be adequate to interagptd sediments. Mr.
Provey said no, the sump pit would be for takinguaper from the stream and piping
it around the pond during the work period. Mr.\&psaid the spillway at the top of
the pond catches sediments.

There was some discussion about the calculatitinechmount of material to be
removed from the pond, and Mr. Provey’'s methodadéulating dry vs. wet soil. Dr.
Autuori felt that the quantity of soil is basicatlye same — the difference is only
water that evaporates.

Mr. Mische asked for specifics about the pump, and whethaobthe water

entering the pump would be clear. It is importanpump clean water if it is to be
discharged into the stream on the neighboring ptpp&Vetlands Agent Pardee has
recommended a Type |l settling basin at the digghaoint. Agent Brosius
explained that a “Type 11" basin is described ahdbtrated in the002 CT

Guidelines for Soil and Erosion Control (DEP Bulletin 34). Agent Brosius feels that
this concern is valid; Ms. Pardee says it is neddgutotect the downstream property
in the event that there is a “surge” of rain.

Mr. Fossi commented on the equipment proposed for the dngdgrhe machine has
a front loader, but no bucket to provide a “reaictt the pond. Mr. Provey said that
the loader could hold approximately % yard, whiofoants to 500 trips for 250+
cubic yards. Mr. Provey admitted that the proaessld be slow and painful, but the
smaller machine is better for the wetland area thimger machine. He says that if
the material is dry it should only take a few dayfie machine has wide rubber
tracks and it is light. The pond has a hard-patobg so the machine will be



adequate. Mr. Fossi repeated the desire for a Tygelling basin” at the discharge
point, and the applicant agreed that one coulahsilied.

Mr. McChesney asked if the contours of the pond would remainstéree. Mr.

Provey said they would. He wants to preserve fiting edges (slopes) of the pond.
Mr. McChesney then asked about the water that lealer the dam. Mr. Provey
said that a small amount of material (gravel) cdadcplaced at the edge of the dam,
to fix the small “breach.”

Mr. Katz was concerned about the distance of the stocplas from the pond and
stream. It appears to be about 200 feet distadtftze travelway goes through the
wetlands.

Chairman Mucchetti asked for confirmation that the pathway was aa #nat was
created from soil deposits when the pond was bull®79, and that it does go
through the wetlands. Mr. Provey confirmed thattitavel area would be on the
existing man-made path that goes through the wetlénom the pond to the back of
the house. It is in wetlands but the path is dng has been there since the pond was
created in the 70’s. It is very stable.

Mr. Katz asked if there would be spillage in the wetlanaisrdy the course of the
work, since there would be hundreds of trips whth mnachine. Mr. Provey agreed
that there may be some spillage. Dr. Autuori ask#éee path would remain stable
throughout the construction, and Mr. Provey saad thwould. There was some
discussion about putting fabric down on the path,itodid not seem to be practical or
necessary. The time of year for the work is ailti¢ should be done in dry periods.

Mr. Mische pointed out that the access (travelway) from Akeasd B is not shown
on the plans.

Chairman Mucchetti pointed out that the application was listed facdssion and
action, and asked if the Board was ready to pracééd Katz wanted to know if
Agent Pardee was satisfied with the new plansitlweés confirmed that she did not
have time to review the revised drawing.

Mr. Fossi motioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to draft a resotubf approval for the
application, pending receipt of additional commdras the Wetlands Agent relative
to the new plan submitted on the day of the meetiMg Chipouras asked that the
plan be amended with the correct revision date.
The motion for the draft resolution passed, 9-0.

NEW ITEMS

2. #2010-063-PDSummary Ruling Application under Section 7.5 reggiby Section
4.3 of the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Ragukabf the Town of Ridgefield



for pond dredging on property locateds@b Ridgebury Roadin the RAA and
RAAA zones. Owners: Robert and Lessley Burke. Aairent/Appl.: Nazzaro, Inc.
65-day action period ends 9/9/2010. For receipt and schedule walk.

Chairman Mucchetti asked for acknowledgement of receipt of the apgptioaand
suggested a site walk for July 11, 2010.

Mr. Fossi motioned, seconded by Mr. Mische, to acknowledgeipt of the
application and to schedule the site walk as sugdesrhe motion passed, 9-0.

BOARD WALKS
The following item was scheduled for site walkddy 11, 2010:

#2010-063-PDSummary Ruling25 Ridgebury Road Burke

The following items had been previously schedutadsfte walk onJuly 11, 2010
July 11, 2010

#2010-058-SP-SR-FLSummary Rulindg99 Branchville Road,Binn
#2010-059-SP-SRSummary Rulingp99 Branchville Road and 4 Stony Hill
Terrace, (Binn Animal Rescue and Sanctuary), Binn/ CT DOiider contract by
Binn)

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASES/REDUCTION

#2006-103-SRrequest to release remainder ($2,500.00) of baddReaceable
Street, AMD Homes, LLC.

[Note: Mr. Walsh recused himself from discussiod participation on this item.]

Chairman Mucchetti referenced the letter received from AMD Homes, and
separate letter received from engineer Steven ausk

The Planner pointed out an email message received from thghber at 113 High
Ridge (Mr. Egan), distributed and read individuddlythe Commissioners. The
Planner stated that the engineer’s letter appearedver the requirements of the
Commission’s letter of April 7, 2010, when the bomals first reduced.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. Chipouras, to releasdtmnd in full. The
motion passed, 7-0-2, with Mr. Walsh recused andN&Chesney abstained.

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence.

MINUTES

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to approvertiieutes of June 15,
2010. The motion passed, 9-0.



Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to approve theutas of June 22,
2010. Chairman Mucchetti asked to add referentlee@udio tapes used in preparation
of the minutes, under the Agent’s signature asgmeof the minutes. The motion
included the requested changes and passed by af@t@.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 8:16 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Inland Wetlands Agent



APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

July 6, 2010 Present: Michael Autuori
Peter Chipouras
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz
James McChesney
Phil Mische
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh, Vice Chairman

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 8:17 p.m., Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2010-038-SPSpecial Permit application under Section 9.2 negliby Section
3.3.D.1 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations foraatessory dwelling unit on
property located &0 Laurel Hill Road in the RAA zone. Owners/Appls.: John E.
Proctor and Jennifer M. Ferrandino. Auth. AgentnbBelly, McNamara and
Gustafson, P.(Received 4/20/2010. Walked May 16, 2010. Public hearing
commenced 6/1/2010 and continued and closed 6/22/2010. Draft Resolution of
Approval requested 6/22/2010. 65-day action period ends 8/26/2010. For action.

[Note: Dr. Autuori recused himself from discussamd participation on this item.]

Chairman Mucchetti referenced the draft resolution of approval, pregay the
Planner.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to approve thdiegtmon
according to the resolution as drafted. The mopassed, 8-0-1, with Dr. Autouri
recused.

2. #2010-039-SP:Special Permit application for Major Home Occupat@d50 Laurel
Hill Road in the RAA zone. Owner/Appl.: John E. Proctor dednifer M.
Ferrandino.For clarification and explanation of Commission actions of June 22,
2010.




Chairman Mucchetti referenced the Planner's memorandum of June 23,20
explaining the results of the two 4-4 votes (ondeay the application and one to
approve), actions taken by the Commission at thetimgon June 22, 2010. At the
time, there was some confusion over the need @rfolofurther action by the
Commission. The Planner subsequently spoke to Gssion Counsel.

The Plannerexplained that a 4-4 vote of the Commission islarato reach a
majority conclusion, and is therefore a denialhef application. She reminded the
Commission that it had taken a similar action ¢dmae occupation application
several months earlier, with the same result.him ¢ase, the result of the 4-4 votes is
conclusive, and therefore no further action is eeedTlhe application has been
denied.

Chairman Mucchetti said the item was on the agenda for clarificabienause the
public was unsure of the outcome of the vote, &ahdd been agreed to discuss the
matter further on July"®

. #2010-044-SPSpecial Permit application under Section 9.2 reglbyy Section
3.4.D.3 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations to sioact a replacement two (2) car
garage with a studio above in the front yard orpprty located at20 Prospect
Ridge in the RA zone. Owner/Appl.: John Weatherley. Aubent: Robert Grasso.
Received 5/4/2010. Walked May 16, 2010. Public hearing commenced 6/1/2010 and
continued and closed 6/22/2010. Draft Resolution of Approval requested 6/22/2010.
65-day action period ends 8/26/2010. For action.

Chairman Mucchetti referenced the draft resolution of approval, pregay the
Planner.

Mr. Fossi motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney, to approgefiplication
according to the resolution as drafted. The mopassed, 9-0.

. #2010-055-REV(SP)Revision to Special Permit under Section 9.2.Aréaiired by
Section 7.2.E.11 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulagito permit “welcome” and
“thank you” signs on property located1#t5 Danbury Road, Copps Hill Shopping
Center in the B-1 zone. Owners/Appls.: Equity One Realty &dgement NE, Inc.
Auth. Agent: Laura Schmitt, Property Managgs-day action period ends 8/19/2010.
Received 6/15/2010. PZC to walk site individually. Tabled 6/22/2010 pending receipt
of AAC minutes. Motion to deny remains on table. For discussion/action.(tentative)

Chairman Mucchetti explained that the applicant had not respondekedlanner’s
phone calls regarding the status of the applicaaod action should continue to be
tabled. The applicant has the option modify thruest and return to the table for
additional AAC and Commission review.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to table theiegipbn. The motion
passed, 9-0.



5. #2010-060-SP-VDCSpecial Permit under Section 9.2 required by Se@i8 of the
Ridgefield Zoning Regulations for signage on proy&rcated aB2 Prospect Street
(Nature’s Temptations) in the CBD zone. Owner: Jeff A. KonchalsiReceived
6/15/2010. Walked 6/27/2010. 65-day action period ends 9/9/2010. For action.

[Note: Mr. Walsh recused himself from discussiod garticipation on this item.]

Chairman Mucchetti noted that the public hearing was closed, anddakke
discussion and action on the application. Thermdareminded the Commission that
action would include both the Special Permit coaesations and review under the
Village District regulations.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. Chipouras, to approgeafplication as
presented, including the recommendations of thay# District Consultant in
minutes dated June 22, 2010. The motion passed,,8ith Mr. Walsh recused.
[This is a final action.]

NEW ITEMS

6. #2010-062-REV(SP)Revision to Special Permit under Section 9.2.Aaé.eequired
by Section 3.2.C.1 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regolad to construct a brick-sided
concession stand at the baseball field in the ¥énunicipal Complex located 80
East RidgeRoad in the RA zone. Owner: Town of Ridgefield. ApgRidgefield
Babe Ruth. Auth. Agent: Stefano Zandéb-day action period ends 9/9/2010. For
receipt, schedule walk if necessary. (for review by AAC on 7/13/2010).

Chairman Mucchetti asked for acknowledgement of receipt of the appibo and
suggested a site visit on July 11, 2010. She nibizicthe applicant was still working
out details with the Health Department and the WPKRA the application should
nevertheless be received.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. Chipouras, to acknovdeggeipt of the
application and to schedule a site walk for July2(10. The motion passed, 9-0.

7. #2010-064-PRE:Pre-submission concept” request under Sectiore®2the
Ridgefield Zoning Regulations for site developmentproperty located &01 Ethan
Allen Highway, Ponds’ Edge Professional ParkOwner: Ridgefield Professional
Office Complex For discussion.

Chairman Mucchetti recognized Dr. Joel Klarsfeld and Project Mandggaul
DiNardo, present for the pre-submission discussion.

Dr. Klarsfeld explained that the property at 901 Ethan Allenhiigy had been
purchased by his partnership in 2005, after haleen essentially empty for almost
18 years. It was a watch-making property, and Perkin-Elmer, and then SVG



Lithographics. The doctors requested a changbaw anedical use, and the
Commission subsequently created the MCDD zonehptoperty. The existing
building was split into two buildings, and the rrokuilding has been renovated for
medical offices, for specialty medicine serviceanbury Hospital use, radiology, and
ambulatory surgery. In the future, fithess usé el a logical addition.

The doctors have spoken to various entities whe Ihaa interest in the south
building, but none has been successfully signefibonse. Looking at the future of
medicine, there are needs that will be generatethéaging population. There will
be a need for “memory care” units, specifically Adzheimers patients. The
northeast is woefully underserved for these tygdaalities. There is a progression
of care that needs to be provided, including dagdarnng units, and skilled nursing.
The facilities have to be built to very specifiquerements. The doctors have visited
facilities like this, and have identified a compamigh interest in purchasing land
where the south building is currently located.

Dr. Klarsfeld mentioned the Route 7 Corridor Study, and wassgléavith the
interest in looking at the corridor with an opemahfor possible changes in the
currently permitted uses. What they would likgptopose is changing the northern
part of the property to a B-2 Business Zone, spijtbff a parcel on the south as an
ARHD zone (Age-Restricted Housing Development), eesirving about nine (9)
acres with frontage on Danbury Road as MFDD (Mie&mily Dwelling
Development). The MFDD area is known as the “gateto Ridgefield,” and is
characterized by residential uses to the northsaith. Although the doctors have a
concept drawing of a corporate facility that migetbuilt there, the MFDD seems
more appropriate in this location.

Mr. Katz asked if the MFDD units would be related in uséh®“memory care”
facility on the property. Dr. Klarsfeld said thed been considered, but they were
“not at that stage yet.” At this time, it is comiplated that it would be a mixed-age
facility. Mr. Katz asked if the ARHD facility wodlinclude skilled nursing, and if
approval of licensing would be required. Dr. Kfatd said only a Skilled Nursing
Facility (SNF) would require the certificate of wee

Dr. Klarsfeld stated that the memory care facility would be mpletely different
building from what is there now. The existing $ohtilding would be demolished.

Mr. Katz asked if the doctors’ argument is that residemtmDanbury Road is better
than corporate for that location. Dr. Klarsfelddsges, and the density would be
about 35-50 units. The existing water tower at lbeation would come down.

Mr. Katz asked if Dr. Klarsfeld was aware that both therfer and the to-be-
approved Master Plan for the Town [the Plan of @ovetion and Development]
strongly recommend that corporate land not be reeddor residential use. Dr.
Klarsfeld said that in order to re-zone the porti@MFDD, the remaining lands
would have to be re-zoned to B-2. There is a s#tissue between the CDD lands



and adjoining residential use that cannot be aeldi@ender the current requirements
(200 feet minimum). He said that he was not awétbe recommendation of the
POCD.

Dr. Autuori asked if Ridgefield would profit economically frommemory care
facility such as is proposed. The answer was Peg.then he asked if Ridgefield
needed more high-density residential developmert hegher density development
in general.

Dr. Klarsfeld said that their proposal tries to look at thefligure of the property.
They are also trying to satisfy the nearby residéneighbors, who would prefer this
use over manufacturing. He mentions again thaD#ér&bury Road corridor is the
“gateway” to the town, and the residential use setmbe more appropriate.

Dr. Autuori asked if the ARHD could be accomplished withogbatonverting the
nine acres to MFDD. Dr. Klarsfeld was not suree rdminded the Commission that
someone could, under the CDD, come in and prop&§a& commercial building in
that location.

Dr. Autuori asked about the proportion of open spacbuildings. The Planner
confirmed that the proportion was 80% open spaue 28% buildings. Dr. Autuori
then asked where the owners would be in relatiahéd0/20 ratio if the ARHD
were split off and just the North building remainedr. Klarsfeld felt that could still
be accomplished. He reminded the Commission thaga portion of the original
SVG building was removed, which increased the atl coverage.

Dr. Gelfman thought the proposed MFDD area is a lovely spampeh space. He
prefers to see it remain open. Dr. Klarsfeld shat the homes would not be located
on the road, but would be over the ridge and owsigtit.

Mr. Fossi asks what benefit would result for Ridgefield witike creation of 30-50
residential units on what is now CDD land. He tragble seeing the benefit.

Mr. McChesney pointed out that a large portion of the propos&HMP site is
wetlands, and the south building is the only bubldgortion of the site.

Mr. Mische asks about the acreage for each of the propostidrsg Dr. Klarsfeld
said the whole parcel is about 50 acres, the AR$H&bbut 13 acres, the B2 section
would be about 27 acres, and the MFDD would be 89@cres. Mr. Mische asks
about the existing footprint of the north and sdutiidings on the site. Mr. DiNardo
confirmed that the north building is about 85,0G0and the south building is about
65,000 s.f. Dr. Klarsfeld said that the memorgedauilding would be a smaller
footprint than the 65K south building, probably swmere between 45,000 and
65,000 s.f.
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Mr. Katz asked if the contractor could agree to a maximze lsuilding. The
Planner pointed out the ARHD regulations, whiclowllL5% to be covered by
buildings and 25% to be covered by buildings andedt The Planner also said that
the remaining CDD land (without the MFDD) couldistupport another corporate
building adjacent to Danbury Road. Finally, tharffler pointed out that, although
the POCD does not recommend re-zoning corporatk iadoes support the study of
the Route 7 corridor in general, to determine lifeotnew uses might be appropriate,
because of the underutilization of properties at #rea.

Dr. Autuori asked if the memory care facility were built, wabtihe remainder need
to be re-zoned from CDD to B-2. The answer wasnothe remainder would have
to be in conformance with zoning requirements. Kdarsfeld pointed out that the
problem is the setback requirement of 200 from GDBEesidential use.

Mr. Walsh asked if it would be possible to create a speeibice to allow the
memory care facility, accommodate the setbackslewhtaining the characteristics
of the CDD.

Mr. Katz said that without severely compelling data andewe he would not
support the conversion of business property totewtdil residential. It will Kill
Ridgefield. Residential is not good. This towmétting too big, and it does not have
the infrastructure or the temperament to suppadtit@dal population. That is the
truth; the real estate industry doesn’t want tar lieat, but it is the truth. More to the
point, he says, corporate development on a ninefaiece is a sensible kind of
corporate development. There will not be new 10@ &orporate parks any more.
Manufacturing is done in China and Mexico; this Vdomot be manufacturing. A
tastefully done commercial building is not offeresivResidential development on the
nine-acre parcel should not happen.

Chairman Mucchetti asked Dr. Klarsfeld if he felt he had what he neéeiego
forward. He said he did have a sense of what timar@ission would like to see.
There seems to be support for the Alzheimers/Merame facility, if the property
owners can work out the issue of the setbacks tb G&e.

Mr. McChesney echoed Mr. Katz's remarks and said he would predeito see any
change to MFDD. Dr. Gelfman, on the other hand,ndit oppose the residential
concept. Mr. Fossi felt that a change from CDDesidential use is not appropriate.
Mr. Mische was concerned about potential road caotBanbury Road for any use on
that portion of the property, because of the damgeBuck’s Hill Road intersection.
Mr. Chipouras was generally not in favor of rezagnaorporate to residential use. Dr.
Autuori supports the idea of the Alzheimer’s uiewas generally agreed that re-
zoning to B2 would allow too much coverage on &l although wetlands and
topography on that site are a limiting factor.

The Plannerfelt that creating a new zone might be more comfilan modifying
existing zones. She asked for consensus thatiaggamendment might be
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appropriate, for instance, modifying the setbacdunement for CDD from
residential use. A distinction might be made fetbacks from multi-family or
institutional residential use.

Chairman Mucchetti summarized the discussion and all agreed that thexgport
for the Alzheimer’s facility, but not multi-familyThere was not support for re-
zoning to B2 at this time. It was recommended thatowners work with the Planner
to resolve setbacks and other issues for the Alzéies facility.

There were no actions or votes taken on this item.

. #2010-065-VDC.\Village District Application under Section 8.3 ¢iet Ridgefield
Zoning Regulations for replacement signage on ptgpecated aB68 Main Street,
Wells Fargo (formerly Wachovia Bank) in the CBD zone. Appl.tAuAgent: Sign
Lite, Inc. Owner: Wells Fargo Properties, LL&-day action period ends 9/9/2010.
35 days to receive Village District report ends 8/10/2010. For receipt, schedule walk

if necessary.

Chairman Mucchetti asked for acknowledgement of receipt of the appibb and
suggested a drive-by inspection as part of the T1)y2010 site walk schedule. It was
noted that the application would be reviewed by\Milkage District Consultant on

July 13, 2010.

Mr. Mische motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to acknowledgeipt of the
application and to schedule the drive-by inspecéisisuggested. The motion passed,
9-0.

COMMISSION WALKS
The following items were added to the walk schedotduly 11, 2010:

#2010-062-REV(SP)Revision90 East RidgeRoad, Town of Ridgefield
#2010-065-VDC.Village District 368 Main Street,Wells Fargo Properties, LLC
(drive-by)

The following items had been previously schedutadsite walks oduly 11, 2010:

#2010-058-SP-SR-FLSpecial Permis99 Branchville Road,Binn
#2010-059-SP-SRSpecial Permi599 Branchville Road and 4 Stony Hill Terrace,
Binn and CT DOT (under contract by Binn)

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

CORRESPONDENCE
Chairman Mucchetti pointed out the following correspondence:

Peer review letter from the Commission’s consultant response from the
applicant’s engineer for the projectldt2 Old Branchville Road,and revised plans
New pages (cover and Table of Contents) for théngoregulations.

12



- Route 7 Corridor Study aerial maps and Meeting Sargrfor the June 7meeting.
« Letter to the Commission from AAC Chairman Johnn&ar, re illuminated signs.
. AAC minutes of the meeting of June"2Xor BMW of Ridgefield and Stop & Shop
« Article on making your home “green”

« Comments from the ZEO and the Fire Marshal, reBihe application

MINUTES

Mr. Chipouras motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney, to approgertimutes of June
15, 2010. The motion passed, 9-0.

Mr. Mische motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney, to approsgertimutes of June 22,
2010, with correction to the date of the meeti@pairman Mucchetti asked to add
reference to the audio tapes used in preparatitimeaiinutes, under the Planner’s
signature as preparer of the minutes. She alsslablat the explanatory paragraph at the
end of item #2 be removed, since the informatios wlatained after the meeting. The
motion included the requested changes and passaddtg of 9-0.

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

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Director of Planning
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