APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

September 12, 2006 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Walter Slavin
Lillian Willis

Absent: Patrick Walsh

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Inland Wetlands Agent
Linda Caponetti, Recording Secretary

A public hearing was held by the Planning and Zoning Commission prior to the meeting.
At 8:13 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2006-061-SRSummary Ruling application to create a grazingyrasiithin
wetlands and upland review areas on 3.599 acrpsoperty located &1 South
Olmstead Lanein the RA and RAA zones. Owners/Appls.: Bruce &Ro
Augustadt65 day action period or to schedule public hearing ends 9/14/06. Received
July 11, 2006. Walked 9/10/06. For discussion.

Chairman Mucchetti asked the Board if they felt this application regktb be taken
to a Public Hearing or raised to a Plenary Ruli&dpe then introduced the
owner/applicants, Mr. & Mrs. Augustadt.

Mr. Katz said he didn't think this application needed tdaya public hearing, but
said, “If it's raised to a Plenary Ruling, it wilandate a public hearing.” However, he
said that it represented a very significant operasind involved a very large wetland,
and felt that what was being proposed was “ovetltised on the property owner's
convenience and economics. However, he statedréWet here to judge the
efficiency of the project. We're here to judge itin@act on the wetlands.” He cited
State statutes which allow grazing without a perkdwever, he felt that the
proposed operation constituted clear cutting. dtgumped operation that requires
machinery and compaction of wetlands.” He addet] fr@m personal experience, he
knows that it's possible to selectively cut treed fence around others to create
grazing land. He concluded by saying, “This isgn#icant area of wetlands that, if



totally stumped, is a major impact on the wetlazg probably requires a Plenary
Application.”

Chairman Mucchetti distributed maps and asked that the Board reftreim.

The Agentexplained that a page attached to the map gilissa@ the activities
planned for each of the different areas.

Dr. Autori said that he hadn't walked the site, but that &eted to comment.
Referring to the Agent's memo, he cited a publicatrom the UConn Cooperative
Extension Service stating that the Connecticut Gdr&atutes lists grazing of
animals as an exempt activity. He felt that a fabarises when the soil is mucky,
necessitating that it be filled with topsoil foetplanting of hay in order to be used as
cropland. He asked, “If the property in questicaswleared for farm animals, would
it require fill?”

The Agentsuggested that the Board allow the applicant éakso that he might
address some of their questions and concerns.

Mr. Augustadt explained how he had divided the property intoéaa — Area #1: He
intends to leave a string of trees with the excaptif a few diseased trees; Area #2:
The trees are not in good shape, and he interfgd &l trees in this area, but with no
stumping; Area #3: He intends clear cutting andhgling, and feels the area is
suitable for grazing once stumped. Not every trdebe taken. The trees won't be
removed unless they are (1) harmful to horsesj€ay or dying, (3) likely to be
blown over in a windstorm, or (4) do not providegé for the horses. Area #4:
Nothing will be done except the removal of deaddreith no stumping; Area #5: He
proposed a clear cut, but with only selective stingp

The Board asked for some clarification. There was lengtisgdssion.

Ms. Willis was concerned that with all the clear cuttinghia wet areas, there will be
nothing soaking up the water and there will be fealtble run-off,” and run-off onto
other properties downstream. She said the pastesevédll be wetter because
vegetation will have been taken away, up to théamds and from it. She told Mr.
Augustadt that, should he then choose to fillritpdping machinery in, he would be
“effectively ruining the entire wetland,” causingioh sediment and erosion.

Mr. Augustadt said that he would be planting grass. He went bigeplan again,
area by area, explaining how he intends to cothproblems cited by the Board.

Mr. Katz said that this doesn't appear to be a homeowpér'and that, for the
protection of the Town, there needs to be someepsibnal opinion. He reiterated
that the application needs to become a Plenaryiégipin.

Dr. Autori agreed.



The Agentsaid that she and the Wetlands Inspector are coagt@bout the clear
cutting and the stumping. With a stumping operaiiowetlands, there needs to be
grading and possible topsoil, she said.

Dr. Autori asked, “If you create a field of muck with holesti is this agricultural
cropland or is it a destroyed wetland?”

There was discussion of stump grinding. Mr. Augdssaid that it was not
economically feasible.

The Chairman told Mr. Augustadt that his list of reasons faeremoval comes
from a homeowner’s perspective, and that the Bsactiarged with a duty to follow
the statutes that they are guided by. She alsondd him that if the Board decides
to raise this to a Plenary, he will have to provadet more information. She cited as
reasons for the Board’s concern: (1) the levelistudbance, (2) the amount of
wetlands being considered for disturbance, anth@jact that this property is part of
a much larger wetlands system. The erosion williggeificant, she felt. She
supported Mr. Katz' suggestion that a professioealls to be brought in.

Dr. Autori wanted to clarify whether or not the Board hadspliction over this. “Is it
a farm?” he wanted to know.

The Agentsaid that the question should not be whether bit'sa farm, but whether
or not it fits the criteria for agricultural use.eflands scientists and UConn
Cooperative Extension experts were two sourcesajépsional opinion that she
suggested to Mr. Augustadt. She said that, ifdpglication were to be considered
again, with the additional information required{tbthe Board and the applicant
would probably benefit from an extension of thedimeeded for decision.

Mr. McChesneythought the applicants should withdraw the applicaand then
come back at their convenience and resubmit.

Mr. Augustadt needed to know, if he resubmitted the applicatremyld the plan
still be a plenary level.

The Agentexplained that, if he comes back with the same, plavill almost
certainly be raised to a Plenary. If he comes bdttk a modified plan, based on the
advice of professionals, that may not be the case.

The Chairman asked the Augustadts to grant the Board an extenaihich they
did.

After much discussion of the application, the aggoiit granted an extension to the
Board, to allow discussion to continue on 9/19/06.



2. #2006-080-SRSummary Ruling application to construct drivewayvetlands and
upland review area on property located hiOld Stagecoach Roath the RAAA
zone. Owner: E. Hunter Harrison. Appl.: Don Lon§8-day action period ends
11/9/06. Received 9/5/06, walked 9/10/06. For action.

The Chairman introduced the applicant, Mr. Longo, and detatlesl changes that
have taken place on the property.

The Agentreferenced her staff report. She mentioned tleahtse stalls are not in
the wetlands, but the driveway in front of themaisd that this is where the wetlands
were filled. State statutes have an exemptiomfiarm road, if it's being used as
such. If not, then the Board must approve tha§lbf the wetlands in front of the
horse stalls.

Mr. Katz said that the property in question is registerét the Town as a farm. The
state statutes would definitely apply here. Hetfadit the particular item on the
agenda is exempt from the regulatory process. Hddvoove that it be approved, as
is.

The Chairman strongly reminded the Board that, “had it comavith an
application, and we'd been given an opportunityeteew filling in the wetlands to
create this gravel drive,” that would have beefed#nt. But, as it stands, she said
the Board had not been given a chance to revieawdtapprove it, and would be
approving “something that is already there and wstglled without benefit of the
application permit process.”

Dr. Autori asked the Agent to get clarification on what ciuatgs a farm road versus
filling for a farm road. “Are they one and the sairtee asked. The Agent agreed to
find out.

The Chairman asked Mr. Longo if he wanted to speak, and heirkstl

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Gelfman, to approveafi@ication as
presented. The motion passed by a vote of 8-0.

3. 11 Old Stagecoach Roadiscussion of previous wetlands permits for pond
dredging, driveway crossing wetlands and ridingharéPermits issued to previous
owners, Sam & Libby Edelman.)

The Agentreferred to the memo she sent to the Board atttetapplicant. She
mentioned that she and the Wetlands Inspector, Aifadee, had walked the site
and observed the activities going on there, an@addat Board members who
walked the site on Sunday actually walked furthed noticed additional issues that
needed to be raised. Three permits had been issulkd prior owners.



The Agentdetailed the many areas of concern to the Bo#fdrk had been done
which significantly altered areas of the propettywhere they were no longer within
the limits of what had been originally approvede8fic areas of concern were: 1)
piping of drainage around the riding arena, 2)dbied dredging, 3) the area around
the pond, which had been a meadow and was now etahpmowed and needed to
be restored as a meadow, 4) the stream leadirng toadnd was now entirely within a
pipe leading all the way down to the road nearpitved, 5) the driveway crossing the
wetlands to get to the derby field had been filledAll these areas have been
extremely altered from what was originally approvaad all without the benefit of
permits. Since there is obviously a serious disamep between what was approved
and what was actually done, the Agent said thatllitoe up to the Board to make a
determination on how to proceed.

The Chairman asked Mr. Longo to clarify whether or not he waes tontractor for
the prior owners as well as for the current ownanst if he was a licensed contractor
in the State of Connecticut; and if, in fact, hesveavare of what was involved with
filling in a wetland and installing catch basinsyidg it out to the point that an
irrigation system had to be installed. To all thgsestions, he answered, “Yes.”

Dr. Gelfman said that what the Agent described is an areahtmbeen
“substantially altered,” and he thinks that it slioloe restored - back to what it
originally was - a wet meadow with a stream runritimgugh it, naturalized with
check dams and rocks and plantings. He also taoleiwith the area around the
derby field and how it has been altered.

Ms. Willis said, “I agree with Nelson. It should be restdr&he also mentioned that
there had been overland flow that drained to tlekyrand it was caught by the
plunge pool, with no impact on the pond that haghbgredged.

Mr. Katz initiated discussion about the particulars surddog these changes, stating
that what he thinks has to happen is that the Bgetsiback to what the original
permits allowed.

The Chairman said that the stipulations, which the Agent refdro as “the permit
conditions,” were at the table. A mitigation plaadhbeen prepared by Kate
Throckmorton of Environmental Land Solutions, whattdressed the entire site as
opposed to just parts of it. She suggested “aenasstoration plan.” Ms. Willisaid
she thought that would be a great idea.

The Chairman and Dr. Gelfman tried to clarify the specific aseeeding to be
restored. The Agent and Mr. Katz talked about ey field and the “daylighting of
the pipes.” The Agent said that the goal is “tstoee the function of the wetland.”
She added that it wasn't necessary to be rigidtadmthering to the original plans —
that the original plan for the derby field mightldie modified.



The Chairman added that what used to be a wet meadow needsrestored to a
wet meadow, and the stream that is now piped neeols restored to an open stream
with check dams and banks.

Kate Throckmorton of Environmental Land Solutions cited the plar thas
submitted, and looked forward to addressing thedisistencies.”

The Chairman addressed Mr. Longo, stressing that the propsréxceptional, and
that the Board expects the contractor to honostipellations set forth in the
permitting process, and that she expects the jgietdone as it's approved

Prior permits and additional work done without pesrnwvere discussed by the Board
with Don Longo, contractor for the property owremd Kate Throckmorton, the
owner’s consultant. After much discussion of tsles, it was decided by consensus
of the Board that the property owner should sulanmitaster mitigation plan prepared
by the consultant, to restore wetlands and wetfandtions to the property. When

the mitigation/restoration plan is complete, it gldobe submitted to the Board for
review and approval.

. #2006-085-SRSummary Ruling application for excavation, filliagd grading and
installation of retaining walls in upland revieweas on property located 26
Lookout Point in the RAA zone. Owner: Andrew B. Wile. Auth. Ad&xppl.:
Nicholas M. Johnsor&5-day action period ends 11/9/06. Received 9/5/06, walked
9/10/06.For action.

The Chairman introduced Mr. Wile and Mr. Johnson.

Mr. Johnson explained the proposal to install two retaininglsvaThey would
reduce the existing slope of the lawns going dowiné lake, helping to eliminate
storm water runoff and the erosion of the shoreafural boulder retaining wall
along the shoreline would address the degradafitmecshore by creating immediate
erosion control. The mortar and stone wall furtineithe slope would allow for slight
terracing to eliminate that runoff. The walls wob@lso serve to reestablish the turf
and planting areas. Only organic topsoil would bed) with no use of fertilizers and
pesticides. There was also the hope that theds wallld help to control the Canada
goose infiltration onto the property. Also the ¢ixig dock would be replaced with a
floating dock. There was also a plan to greatlyease the buffer plantings, and to
preserve the habitat of a family of swans.

There was some discussion as to whether or navdlie will prevent the geese from
accessing the property. Dr. Gelfman was partibulaterested in this, as he is
dealing with the same problem.

Ms. Willis expressed concern about the boulder wall chartgmfunction of the
shoreline. She said it has fill going right uptiand also changes the view from
across the way. She would prefer that the leveding at the first retaining wall and



that more plantings be used to create a deteiB@etbrought up the letter from
Carroll Brewster of the Conservation Commissioniclwtseemed to back up her
views.

Mr. Brewster read his letter, which stated that “armoring ddilee front is

detrimental to the environmental function of thiedd The Commission suggested
leveling the lawn to the first retaining wall anshi@nding the soil to allow the grass to
grow, eliminating the runoff of sand into the laKEhey also suggested a buffer of
plantings of at least 18” in height to provide gua or more effective buffer.

Mr. Katz questioned the Conservation Commission's useeofvtird “armoring.”

He said the water will go right through a naturalilder wall. He found that
acceptable, and thought the Wetlands Board woulgbibeg too far by preventing the
owners from enhancing their property in this way.

Dr. Autori said there would be no interference with the fladwvater with the
boulder wall, but there will be serious habitatrdggion. He, therefore, is opposed to
the building of that wall.

Dr. Gelfman said it depends on what goes on between theafigdtsecond wall. Fill
and quick grass would create more of a problemsigested that a lower wall with

a more natural slope, and the planting of shruldshégh grasses would create a better
barrier to the geese.

The Agentsaid that the Wetlands Inspector spent much tiitte tive landscape
architect. She mentioned that the plan involveg @8 of the shoreline owned by
the Wiles; “It is not their entire property.” Thest of the land would be left in its
natural state. The wall, being no higher than\88% seen as an improvement by the
Inspector.

Mr. Wile spoke briefly in favor of this plan, showing a @rsensitivity and respect
for the ecology and wildlife on his property. Mra& expressed his respect for the
Conservation Commission, and Mr. Fossi stipulaled the wall should not exceed
30" in height.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to draft a Reéswiwf Approval for the
application. The motion to draft the approval asky a vote of 4-2-2, with Dr.
Autuori and Mrs. Willis opposed, and Mr. Slavin avid McChesney abstained.

. #2006-088-SRSummary Ruling application for drainage pipe egien, and
wetlands mitigation and grading for property locké31 Overlook Drive in the
RAA zone. Owner: Robert A. Grasso. Appl./Auth. Agedraig A. Studer65-day
action period ends 11/9/06. Received 9/5/06, walked 9/10/06. For action.

The Agentdiscussed the plan, detailing areas of major aoncethe Board: the
removal of the invasive vegetation in the area@jato the pond, and the adding of



an additional 20’ to the drainage pipe that runsnflOverlook Dr., goes underground
through the property, and daylights on the prop&rhe applicant wishes to add 20’
to the pipe, bringing it closer to the wetlandse Agent suggested a modification to
the plan; specifically, a plunge pool could be sied for the splash pad to deal
with the sediment accumulating at the outlet ofgilpee. The Chairman wanted to
know the applicant’s reason for submitting the pkamd the Agent explained that the
pipe was currently too close to the driveway areldtige of the yard. Discussion
continued related to the location of the pipe aod Far to extend it, and also the
need to maintain access to clean out the plungd.pidre Chairman and the Board
felt the drain should be extended approximately 12.

Mr. Brewster read a letter from the Conservation Commission:

“We would recommend not extending the road drairnapge into the wetland, which
would also bring it nearer the stream and pond.g@hat concern to the Commission
was the direct discharge of the sediment from dla€l rincluding gas and oil, which
would degrade the wetland and create more algaetigrorhe Commission
suggested stones and plantings. They felt the sveallel be enhanced with check
dams and/or a plunge pool. The outlet could béigored as a level spreader,
allowing for “pollutant attenuation by plants andiffuse discharge into the
wetland”.

Mr. Fossi said that it appears that 12’ will allow enougbmoto clean out the plunge
pool. The Chairman asked for a distance, and b fthe existing culvert was
decided upon by the Board.

Mr. Fossi motioned to draft a Resolution of Approval for dqgolication, as
presented, with the stipulation that the pipe esitemextend no more than 10’ from
the existing culvert, and a plunge pool be adddbeaend of the culvert. Mr. Katz
seconded the motion with a proviso that native fglaarrounding the pond not be
removed. The motion to draft the approval passed yte of 7-0-1, with Mr.
McChesney abstained.

NEW ITEMS

Walk Dates schedule, distributed 9/5/68,discussion/ approval.

By consensus, the Board agreed to combine thesdimouwith the same item on the
Planning and Zoning Commission agenda. The restittse discussion can be found in
the Planning and Zoning Commission minutes for daite.

BOARD WALKS
There were no new walks scheduled.



REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASE/REDUCTION

=  #2005-105-SR-SP: 901 Ethan Allen Highwaygquest for release/reduction of
performance bond (letter of credit) posted in thmant of $563,535.00 for wetlands
activities and site improvements approved under BE&Zial permit.

In a memo, the IWA recommends release of bond aaysvetlands work.The bond
was posted in combination with the bond for thecgdd?ermit.

By consensus, the Board decided to combine dismussi this item with the same
item listed on the Planning and Zoning Commissidreslule. Action on the item can
be found in the Planning and Zoning Commission neiswf this date.

CORRESPONDENCE
The Chairman pointed out the following corresporgen

« Memo from Wetlands Inspector Aimee Pardee, re @ddR®ad Subdivision
(Sturges).

« Summer 2006 newsletter of the CLF (Connecticut Faam of Lakes)
« Fall/Winter newsletter of the Norwalk River WategghAssociation

MINUTES
For approval: There were no minutes for approval.
For distribution: September 5, 2006

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 9:07 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Caponetti
Recording Secretary



APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

September 12, 2006 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Walter Slavin
Lillian Willis

Absent: Patrick Walsh

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning
Linda Caponetti, Recording Secretary

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 9:45 p.m. p.m., Chairman Mucchetti called theetirgg to order.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2006-074-SPSpecial Permit Application under Sec. 312.0 requig Sec.
417.0.B. to remodel and expand existing structacea@nvert it back to commercial
use for first floor office or retail use and gereaftlice use on the second and third
floors for property located &7 Catoonah Streein the CBD zone. Owner: 27
Catoonah Street Associates, LLC. Auth. Agent: Ddgn®lcNamara and Gustafson,
P.C.Received 7/28/06, walk scheduled for 9/10/06, public hearing commenced
9/12/06.65 day action period ends 11/16/06.For action.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to draft a Resan of Approval for
the application. The motion passed by a vote 0f &he draft will be subject to a
final vote by the Commission, when it is prepared.

#2006-079-REV:Revision to Special Permit under Section 312.0.Eeqgaired by
Sec. 410.0 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulationsuiederground utilities required for
construction of Building 10 and structure for twoergency generators and an
electrical substation on property locate®@@d Ridgebury Road/Shadow Lake
Roadin the CDD zone. Owner: Boehringer Ingelheim Praeuticals, Inc. Appl.:
Wayne Jensor@5-day action period ends 11/9/06. Received 9/5/06, walked 9/10/06.

For discussion/action.
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Gary Randall, Project Manager from Boehringer Ingelheim, introeld himself, as
well as Lee Schofer, the Consulting Engineer, areh&ox, the Construction
Manager from AZ Corporation. Mr. Randall said ttias project paves the way for
the building of Bldg. #10, and that the two progeate linked.

Mr. Schofer explained that Bldg. #10 will house research &alegment and office
space, and will adjoin buildings #7 & #6. The maatess to the building will be
from an existing parking lot. He explained tha thain reason for the first part of
the project is to relocate utilities to make roanthe new building. In addition,
some utilities need to be brought over from the goplant for heating and cooling
and power. Also, there is a timing issue relatethéoelectric generator which serves
buildings #6 & #7. That generator must be relocated up and running before an
extensive amount of work in the area can be done.

Mr. Randall stressed that all utilities will be underground.

Mr. Schofer described in detail the specifics of the plan,laxing that the
generators will sit in a walled-in enclosure, sumk&o the ground as deep as 12’ in
some areas, screening them from Shadow Lake Raasdtated that Boehringher’s
plan has taken into consideration the acousticireopents of the Town of Ridgefield
for 55 dba during the day. Their calculations asstoth generators running at the
same time. He also said that they would considaning the generators, if asked, to
lessen the demand on Connecticut Light & Powehéndase of power failures in the
area. That would happen only if permitted and tiets$ that 300 hours per year, and
would still fall below the 55 dba permitted. Addmially, high temperature hot water
and chilled water will be extended from this projecbe available to the new
building when needed.

Dr. Autori referred to Mr. Schofer’s discussion of providemergency assistance to
CL&P, asking if they were speaking about contribgtio the CL&P power grid.

Mr. Randall explained, “Not directly. It would lessen our IGalllr. Schofer agreed,
saying that it would reduce Boehringer’'s demand.

Dr. Autori asked if they could do better acoustically thast jneeting the 55 dba.

This prompted continuing discussion and some desagent. The Chairman and Mr.
Katz voiced their satisfaction that Boehringer wasg to comply with standards
and to reduce any noise created. Dr. Autori wasatsfied that simply meeting the
dba standard would suffice. Mr. Randall said theyenmaking efforts to “attenuate
noise radiating off of the engines and also sonté@hoise of the radiator fans.” He
described the acoustic control around each gemesastging that it was a very large
enclosure, heavy gauge material, and a sandwicél.palso, there would be sound
blocks lining that structure. “To get it any bettiean that, you'd have to go to an
enclosure around the whole thing.” he said.
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The Planner stressed that these were emergency generatossdbbt not be
running constantly, and asked how often they winaldested. She clarified that the
kilowatts were 700, not 750. She reported thafihe Marshall, David Lathrop, had
approved the plan.

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesney, to approgeafiplication
according to the plans and specifications submitfee motion passed, 7-1-0, with
Dr. Autuori voting against.

NEW ITEMS

3. Walk Dates schedule, distributed 9/5/6,discussion/ approval.

Mr. Katz made a motion to adopt the proposed sék wchedule for 2007, as
prepared by Commissioner Willis. The motion wasoseled by Mr. Slavin, and
passed by a vote of 8-0.

4. #2006-092-REFSection 8-24 referral for 25-year lease, Ridgefidieater Barn
lease Halpin Lane. Owner: Town of Ridgefield=or discussion/action.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, to ssufavorable report to the Board
of Selectman for renewal of the 25-year leaseHerRidgefield Theater Barn located
on Halpin Lane. The motion passed, 8-0.

5. #2006-093-REV:Revision to Special Permit under Section 312.thE&llow
construction of two trash enclosures locate@abDanbury Roadin the B-3 zone.
Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNamara and Gustafson, ®>@ners: Ninety Four
Commerce, LLC65-day action period ends 11/16/06. For receipt and schedule walk.

The Plannerexplained that they are not changing the dumpgtéch had been
approved on the Ridgefield Bank property. Theyaaking for decorative enclosures
for the dumpsters that are now sitting betweenghoperty and the adjacent property
to the west, on Danbury Road.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to approve,rasgnted, the
proposal for decorative fencing for trash encloswatethe rear of the site on 94
Danbury Road. The motion passed, 8-0.

6. Chairman’s Report: Chamber of Commerce meetings; Economic Development
Commission; Open Space Ordinance.

The Chairman briefly discussed the three items with the Comiaissand there
were no actions taken. She reported that the ChaofiliBommerce was invited to
send a subcommittee to the next Planning and Zanegfing in order to discuss the
signage issue. She mentioned that the Chamberdmad up with the idea of putting
directional kiosks within municipal parking lotshé&reported the Economic
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Development Commission is looking for a way to de#h the Town as a whole, but
their immediate focus is on Schlumberger, who mualo start the process of
moving. The Town wants to work together with thenpany so that Ridgefield
doesn’t lose that commercial base. She also reporighe Turner Hill open space
encroachment issue discussed at the Board of 8&latd meeting. She said a quote
of $11,000 was gotten to have a survey done taméte the property line, in order
to determine where, if at all, there can be a utme.

COMMISSION WALKS
There were no new site walks scheduled.

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASE/REDUCTION

=  #2005-105-SR-SP: 901 Ethan Allen Highwayequest for release/reduction of
performance bond (letter of credit) posted in thmant of $563,535.00 for wetlands
activities and site improvements approved under BE&eial permit. PD
recommends partial release.

As noted in the Inland Wetlands Board minutes lieg tlate, the actions of the Board
and the Commission were taken concurrently onitéims. In a memo, the Planner
recommended release of the portion of the bondrowyevetlands work, and a
reduction ta$180,000for the remaining work covered by the Special Permi

Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to reduce thiedoas recommended
by the Planner. The motion passed, 8-0.

CORRESPONDENCE
The Chairman pointed out the following corresporden
« Aletter from realtor Tim Dent regarding the neecthange the DPD zone on
Danbury Road, north of Copps Hill Plaza.
« Aletter from Warren Arthur, expressing interesmembership on the AAC.
« A letter from the Conservation Commission regardimg Special Meeting
scheduled for September 18, 2006.
« A memo from the Planner regarding traffic controltbe Toll Brothers site at 638
Danbury Road.

MINUTES

For Approval: There were no minutes for approval.

For distribution: September 5, 2006

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjediihe meeting at 10:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Caponetti
Recording Secretary
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APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
AQUIFER PROTECTION AGENCY

September 12, 2006 Present: Michael Autuori
Joseph Fossi
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Walter Slavin
Lillian Willis

Absent: Patrick Walsh
Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning
A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 10:21 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS
There were no pending items.

NEW ITEMS
There were no new items.

MINUTES FOR APPROVAL

Dr. Autuori motioned to approve the minutes of JUBe2006, seconded by Mr. Katz.
The motion passed, 8-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjediihe meeting at 10:22 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Caponetti
Recording Secretary
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