APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

October 10, 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
Linda Caponetti, Recording Secretary

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.
At 8:02 p.m. Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.
PENDING ITEMS

1. #2006-048-SR: Plenary Ruling application to conduct regulatetivées in upland
review area for construction of a single-family tlwedroom residence. Property
located on west side d¥ilton Road East, north of intersection with Split Level
Road in the RA Zone. Owner: Earl A. Burchard. Awtgent/Appl.: Richard E. Kent,
ASLA, Environmental Design Associates, HReceived 5/23/06, walked 6/4/06.
Raised to Plenary Ruling June 6, 2006. Public hearing commenced 7/5/06, continued
to 9/5/06 with granted extension, continued to 10/3/06 with granted extension. Public
hearing closed and item tabled 10/3/06. 35- day action period ends 11/7/06. For
action.

Chairman Mucchetti advised the Board that the Wetlands Agent had pdasste
copies of 10.2 & 10.3 of the wetlands regulatio&andards and Criteria for
Decision. She asked that they refer to them aradn@p of the site.

Mr. M cChesney said that, while he doesn’t feel comfortable apprg\his
application, he couldn’t find any reason for denibllowever, he expects that, if
approved, it will take constant and repetitive xgjpns by the Wetlands Inspector
because of the potential for a lot of runoff framstsite. It does, however, meet the
regulations, he feels.



Dr. Gelfman disagreed. He cited parts a) and d) of 10.2. Hamed to part a), citing
the environmental impact aspect, maintaining thatgroposed plan would wipe out
a natural corridor in terms of its natural functiflow, and aesthetics. Mr.
McChesney asked Dr. Gelfman to elaborate. Explgisome of his concerns, Dr.
Gelfman said that it seems like a massive dislonatf what is there now. Now there
is a peninsula with a few watercourses, and a letvakea. This would clear
everything a third of the distance from the roaavtre it begins to go up the slope,
changing contours. He said it's bound to changeatsthetics of the street. He then
referred to some other plans which had come beéf@r®oard, including lots on
Ledges Road and Dogwood Drive, saying he felt sofitkem needed to be voted
down, and he saw this proposal in that categorysaie it wouldn’t be the first time
the Board would deny an approved lot.

Dr. Autuori asked, in looking at individual, pre-existing lofsthere was a
fundamental difference between this crossing aadtie the Board had allowed on
Peaceable Hill. He recalled the Board allowingassing there, to create two more
lots, because they felt it was a reasonable suistdinz Environmentally, other than
that this is a public water supply, watershed ¢rase questioned what was the
fundamental difference between these two situations

Dr. Gelfman explained that there was a much larger expanseetthmd at the
Peaceable Hill site, and the crossing didn’t dracally change it. Dr. Autuori asked
if it was then a proportional problem, and Dr. Geh said it was.

Dr. Autuori felt it was a difficult call. Referring to a newqposed federal law about
“taking” of property, he said that he felt that gigrg this application could incur
federal oversight of wetlands regulations if uséheflot is denied. He was concerned
that if Wetland Boards turn down things like thiglahe town doesn’t step up and
pay for the lot, then the property owner may bétilegtely aggrieved. He feels that,
if a lot exists, reasonable use should be allowdtiere should be compensation.

Mr. Katz did not think that this property being a pre-exigtiot has anything to do
with the wetland consideration whatsoever. He #aatlthe State of Connecticut was
clear in that a pre-existing lot is in no way armaypé from wetland regulations. He
stressed that wetland considerations are totalgrded from zoning considerations.
The Legislature had the opportunity to exempt pristing lots from wetlands
regulations, but did not. Additionally, he statdte Legislature gave wetland boards
the purview to examine the entirety of a buildiogwith regard to the upland review
area concept, and that is what he feels this Boeeds to do. That piece of
legislation is particularly appropriate here. Hgodlelt that, in addition to all the
specific wetland disruption considerations, the am®@f activity in the upland
review area needed to be taken into account, alattgthe potential pollution and
torpidity created downstream, and potential eropi@blems downstream.

Dr. Autuori asked the Agent what the reaction of the Norwadkenshed company
was. She said they had not replied.



Mr. Katz said that if the Board decided to approve thiggmtowith conditions, a
condition should be that a wetlands specialistitediby the applicant to oversee this
entire project from beginning to end.

Dr. Autuori asked how many bedrooms this house was designeahnit the
Chairman answered, “Two.” Dr. Autuori confirmed thiaat was as small as it could
be and still have a viable septic system. He refeto the Peaceable Hill houses,
confirming that they had a five bedroom designs.

Dr. Gelfman said that the house on Ledges Road is built, taischilarge, two-
bedroom house. Mr. Slavin agreed that it is vegy b

Mr. Walsh confirmed that this was a plenary applicationjéating that the Board
obviously felt that there was a significant imptctvetlands and the watercourses.
He referenced 10.3 of the wetlands regulationingjdhat, in order to approve the
permit, the Board would have to determine thatesitde & prudent alternative does
not exist under their regulations. He said thatBbard would have to state
affirmatively that no feasible alternative exists.

Mr. Foss agreed with Dr. Gelfman that this application isammore difficult than
the one they approved on Dogwood, stating thafilhgackage for the driveway at
points is almost 10’ high, the width is going tae&d 20’ (possibly 26’), and the
whole building envelope of the house is within tiptgand review area. He said that it
was an incredibly difficult site, with ledge. Herxluded by saying that he cannot
see how this can be built without doing significdatnage to the wetland.

Mr. Katz said that, during the public hearing, he lookethatindividual items being
presented and couldn’t find that any one of theomalransgressed the regulations in
any serious fashion, but in totality, and when ocoesiders the nature of the
construction that has to take place in order tomgtish what the application is

trying to accomplish, he felt Mr. Fossi’'s point sesd all the more valid. He
concluded by saying that he would, on the baste®flata before the Board and on
the basis of applying 10.2 and 10.3, “reluctanthéike a motion to draft a denial of
this application.

The Chairman asked if there was a second to the motion.
Dr. Gelfman seconded the motion.

Mr. Katz commented that the Board is asked to not makedragridr a permit unless
a prudent and feasible alternative does not exifting that that doesn’t mean that if
the Board is going to deny an application, it sdatilconsider that possibility. He
said that the applicants had gone to great lerigthsesent a plan that was extremely
well thought through for an extremely difficult @probably prohibitive) lot, and



that this application is most likely the feasibfelgprudent alternative to any other
considerations.

The Chairman asked Dr. Gelfman if he wanted to speak to hisrsg¢od the motion.

Dr. Gelfman felt that, in addition to the approach, the sitoighe house was
problematic, and that, between those two aspdwsapplicant has used up about two
thirds of whatever is not absolute wetlands orsitee He noted that it would distort
the flow into the wetland and distort the uplanaisthe entire property.

Dr. Autuori referenced the “prudent and feasible alternatiggeat, and made note
of the fact that the wetlands regulations do ngttbat, absent a prudent and feasible
alternative, the Board has to approve an applinatldowever, he noted that, while
the wetlands rules do not exempt a pre-existinghetcannot discount the fact that
this is a pre-existing lot. He continued to say tienis not convinced that a prudent
and feasible alternative does not exist for this e mentioned a crossing on a
property on Old Branchville Road where the homeaveoastructed a bridge to
preserve a boulder field. He said a bridge coeldtilt from Wilton Road East
across the wetland area to the upland. This csalice much of the problem with the
massive amount of fill. It might also be prudent deasible, he felt, to reduce the
footprint of the house. He concluded by saying,thatause he is not convinced that
a prudent and feasible alternative does not exastyill reluctantly support the denial.

Mr. Katz wanted to clarify that, in his opinion, points a&df of the Standards and
Criteria for Decision (10.2) were the most impott&actors in this case, and resulted
in his decision to deny.

Dr. Autuori made mention that a bridge, properly built, caldastically reduce the
impact of a, d,& f.

After lengthy discussion, it was noted thét. Katz had made a motion to request
the Agent to prepare a resolution of denial forapglication, seconded by Dr.
Gelfman. The discussion continued for several marautes until the Chairman
called for a vote.

The motion to draft the resolution of denial pasisg@ vote of 9-0.

. #2006-100-WV': mitigation plan for wetlands disturbance on propéstated atll
Old Stagecoach Road in the RAAA zone. Owners: Hunter and Jeanne Hamris
Auth. Agent: Donald LongdDraft formal approval of mitigation plan requested
10/3/06. Eor action.

The Chairman pointed out the revisions to the draft letter, ediy the Agent.
There was brief acknowledgement of the bond amauntt,the Agent explained that
the number was intended to cover the wetland nitigglantings, and the general
overall mitigation to the site.



Mr. Katz motioned to approve the letter as draftestonded by Dr. Autuori. The
motion passed, 9-0.

NEW ITEMS

3. #2006-106-SR: Summary Ruling application for regulated activitw@ghin upland
review areas to construct a single family-residemc@roperty located dtanton Hill
Road in the RAA zone. Owner/Appl.: Gabrielle KessleutA. Agent: JFM
Engineering, Inc65-day action period ends 12/14/06. For receipt and schedule walk
to determine significance and schedule public hearing if necessary.

The Chairman asked the Board to acknowledge receipt of theiegtpn, and to
discuss dates for a site walk and possibly forldipinearing. She pointed out that
there was a letter of concern submitted by a neighdnd a request for a public
hearing. The Agent reminded the Board that theesapplication had been submitted
in June and then was withdrawn when the appliegthtdwn for the summer, and

that a public hearing had been scheduled in July.

After some discussion about dates, Mr. Katz moticioereceive the application, to
schedule November 8, 2006 as a public hearing dateto walk the property on
October 22, 2006. The motion was seconded by MCMsney and passed by a
vote of 9-0.

BOARD WALKS
- The Board scheduled a site walk for ité2006-106-SR: Summary Ruling,
Tanton Hill Road, Kessler, for October 22, 2006, as noted in #3/abo
« The Board re-scheduled the site walk26rPeaceable Street, #2006-103-SR,
from October 1% to October 22"

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

CORRESPONDENCE
There was no correspondence.

MINUTES

Mr. Katz motioned to approve the minutes of September Q26 2seconded by Mr.
McChesney. Mrs. Willis and Chairman Mucchetti madew corrections and additions
that were accepted by the Board. The motion tocgpthe minutes passed by a vote of
9-0.



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

Respectfully submitted,

Linda Caponetti
Recording Secretary



APPROVED / REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

October 10, 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

Linda Caponetti, Recording Secretary

A public hearing was held prior to the meeting.

At 8:33 p.m., Chairman Mucchetti called the meetmgrder.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2006-073-SP: Special Permit Application under Sec. 312.0 regpllny Sec. 410.0.

2.

of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations to constru®9a786 s.f. building expansion
(Building 10) to the existing Research & Developtfacility located on Boehringer
Ingelheim property &00 Ridgebury Road/Shadow L ake Road in the CDD zone.
Auth. Agent/Appl.: Wayne Jenson. Owner: Boehringgelheim Pharmaceuticals,
Inc. Received 7/18/06. Public hearing commenced 9/19/06, continued and closed
10/3/06.Draft Resolution of Approval requested 10/3/06. 65-day action period
ends12/7/06. For action.

Mr. Katz motioned to approve the resolution of approvaftdcaby the Planner. The
motion was seconded by Mr. McChesney, and there weicorrections. The motion
to approve the resolution passed by a vote of 9-0.

#2006-075-A: proposed Amendment to the Ridgefield Zoning Regaria Section
305.01.C(1) -Exempt Signs, to permit establishment of Community Sign Boards
and posting of temporary event signs. Commissidratad. For discussion/action.

Chairman Mucchetti noted that the public hearing had been contirtagdctober
24, 2006.



3. #2006-077-REV: Revision to Special Permit under Section 312.0.Eegaired by
Section 401.0 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulatitarsapproval of master plan for
future camp structures including revisions to poesgiapprovals at Sturges Park
located in the RAAA zone &7 Rippowam Road. Owner: Town of Ridgefield.
Appl./Auth. Agent: Philip S. Kearns, Chairman, Refigld Park and Recreation
CommissionReceived 9/5/06, walked 9/24/06. Public hearing commenced and
closed 10/3/06. Draft Resolution of Approval requested 10/3/06. 65-day action period
ends 12/7/06. For action.

The Chairman complimented the Commission for the previous, itadiscussion
pertaining to the considerations for approval Fa property, reflected in the draft
resolution, specifically with regard to fact thaete appears to be no increase in use
being proposed, and this project is essentialgl@ation and renovation of existing
structures.

Dr. Autuori motioned to approve the draft resolution that haenbdrafted by the
Planner. The motion was seconded by Mr. Fossi.

There was brief discussion about condition #4. K&tz asked if the reference to “no
running water” for the cabin structure should ddleanade for other structures. After
brief discussion, the Commission’s consensus watsttie “no running water”
reference applied specifically to the cabin, asuised at the public hearing. There
IS no intent to pipe running water to any strucsusa the site.

The motion to approve the resolution, as draftedspd by a vote of 9-0.

4. #2006-096-REV: 563/593 Main Street: (1) request for revision of previously
approved subdivision and (2) review of appraisak#iculation of payment in lieu of
open space. Owners: Joseph R. and Eileen CoffeRentéird Mele65-day action
period ends 11/23/06.Received 9/19/06.Tabled 10/3/06. For discussion/action.

Chairman Mucchetti introduced a request from Mr. Mele and Mr. Cofteyonce
again consider a revision to condition #3 in thedvuision Approval. After the
Planner’s consultation with the Commission’s legainsel and the applicant’s
attorney, the language was revised, as noted iRlHm®er's Memorandum of Oct.
10, 2006.

Specifically, the property owners, approaching adiiee of Nov. 7, 2006 for filing
the subdivision map, were requesting a modificatiboondition #3, which states that
a house located on the property must be removed forihe filing of the subdivision
map. In the revised language drawn up by legahselufor the Commission and the
applicant, the house may remain on the propertyewthe filing of the map takes
place, however, “No zoning or building permits $ival issued for any of the lots
shown on the subdivision plan and no separateafdests 3 and 4 shall occur until
the existing house ... has been removed.”



The Planner explained that 8-13a of the Connecticut Statwgtestthat, if a structure
exists for a period of three years in violationless the town has taken some court
action, the structure may remain. The action madtled in court, and cannot simply
be a cease and desist order from a zoning enfordesffecer. Both the

Commission’s litigation counsel and Mr. Baldellingeconcerned that, if a
subdivision is granted approval with a house gjtoin top of a property line, three
years from now, the property owner could make & éasleaving the house standing.
Consequently the second sentence in the Commisdiegal counsel’s recommended
language for modification of condition #3 contamisvision that the owner, heirs,
and assigns forever waive their rights and clainteun 8-13a.

Dr. Autuori wanted confirmation that the Commission’s legalresel felt that the
new language was acceptable, and the Chairmaul sketeit was the counsel’'s
opinion that the Zoning Commission could adopt thigyuage. Dr. Autuori said that
he would then approve.

Mr. Katz wanted confirmation that Richard Baldelli was sfaid with this language,
and the Chairman stated that Mr. Baldelli agreeitibased on the fact that the
Town'’s legal counsel was involved with the langualytr. Katz asked if this was an
isolated incident or, could this new language caueblems for the Zoning
Commission going forward.

The Planner said that the Commission needs to understanditliaadopts this
condition now, it may face similar requests in finire involving buildings that need
to be removed on subdivisions that it approves.&lued that, in the SDR20 zone, a
subdivision is subject to a special permit. Withilie revised condition, the
applicant can't apply for the special permit beeail®e subdivision map can’t be filed
without removing the house.

The Chairman was concerned as to whether or not Mr. Coffeyfutiderstood that
he is severely limited in his ability to proceedwivork on his property by whatever
stipulation the Commission may make. This revisib€ondition #3 allows for the
subdivision maps to be filed, but no building oning permits can be pulled for any
of the lots, not just Lots 3 and 4.

Attorney Ryan Baltrush indicated that Mr. Coffey understood the condition
After some discussion by the Commissibn, Autuori motioned to approve the
request for the revised condition #3 of the sulsilivi approval as drafted by legal
counsel for the Commission and the applicant.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Fossi, and passadvbie of 9-0.

Chairman Mucchetti told the Commission that they need to review {hgraisal for

the calculation of payment and fee of open spagagd 2 of the Planner's Memo).
She then asked the Planner to explain her obsengatelated to this appraisal.



The Planner said that the Commission had received an appraistie property
several weeks ago. She informed the Commissidritieg would need to approve
that appraisal in order to go forward with the §em the lots when the subdivision is
filed. The funds are collected when the propestyransferred from the current owner
to a new owner, she explained. The Planner thamgubiout that she noticed a large
discrepancy in appraised value of the lot on Mdird8ne by James McCallion
versus a similar parcel on Bryon Avenue, appraiseBRobert Petrini, even though
both lots were in the same zone, and involve bigite same sizes of lots and
homes.

Mr. Foss clarified that the difference in appraised valwesweven larger than the
Planner had noted; the lots on Main Street wereadggd for about $75,000 per lot
less than those on Bryon Avenue. The Plannertbaidhis seemed to be the reverse
of what might be expected, and wanted the fabetenown by the Commission.

Mr. Fossi cautioned that the Commission probably shouldettigvolved in
guestioning this. The Planner said the Commissasmthe right to question an
appraisal. It doesn’t have to accept the appréisdls been given. Mr. Walsh asked
where in the regulation is the Commission givenriplet to reject an appraisal.

The Planner referenced 4-25b in the subdivision regulationsictv states that the
appraiser should be jointly selected by the Comigmsand the applicant. This
appraiser was not jointly selected. She stressmglever, that she is just bringing this
to the Commission’s attention, not asking themciooa this.

Dr. Autuori asked what the zoning impact was.

The Planner answered that the impact is the amount of moneyinservation
Commission receives for the open space fund.

Dr Gelfman asked if the Commission might ask for a secondaapal. Mrs. Willis
guestioned the Planner as to whether the Commissiold do ask for another
appraisal or simply not accept this one?

The Planner said that, in reality, the Commission is facedhetNov. 7 filing date,
so time would probably not allow the requestingafecond appraisal. She then
reminded the Commission that she merely wantedling Ithis to their attention as a
matter of interest.

Mr. Walsh said that he doesn’t ever recall the Commissignired an appraiser be
jointly selected, and that he feels standard oergtrocedure was followed. The
appraiser is a licensed real estate appraiseeiState of Connecticut. He stated that
he thought the appraisal needed to be accepted &4ri Fossi agreed.

10



After much discussion and agreement that the Cosiamdacked the expertise to
challenge the apprais@y. Autuori made a motion to accept the appraisal submitted
by the applicant.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Walsh, and the matégried by a vote of 8-1,
with Dr. Gelfman opposed.

. #2006-101-REV: revision to Special Permit to allow 4 temporary godtable field
lighting units on practice field located in the Réne atl0 East Ridge, East Ridge
Middle School. Owner: Town of Ridgefield. Appl.: Ridgefield YouBootball. Auth.
Agent: Donnelly, McNamara and Gustafson, F&days to schedule public hearing
ends 12/7/06. Public hearing tentatively scheduled for 10/24/06. Confirm public
hearing and discuss schedul e site walks for 10/15/06.

(Note: The discussion on this item also pertaihé application for lights at the
East Ridge Middle School, item #6 on the agenda.)

The Chairman mentioned that, late in the discussion at therfeestting, there was a
guestion as to whether or not the current reguiateven allow this kind of light

within this zone. She also noted that there haoeein adequate discussion of the East
Ridge site, and asked if the Commission had coreideliminating that location. Mr.
Walsh said that Mr. Mirra said he would be satfiégth lights at only one location.
The Chairman said that he would have to then watlwvdtem #5.

The Planner said she met with ZEO Richard Baldelli, who saiddetermination can
be made until they have a true cut sheet or a salight. However, she suspects that
the lights will not meet the current regulationeeSelt they might be approved under
the new regulations, but added that the applicdtasicome in very late and that this
may not be resolved for this football season.

Mr. Walsh asked for clarification on what section of thepmsed new regulations
pertains to temporary lighting. The Planner sa@atdhs a section that allows the
Commission to approve temporary special eventihght the new regulations.
There was some discussion as to whether or noagiukcation would fit the term
“temporary.” The Chairman then said that it mightbetter to have Mr. Mirra
present potential suppliers with the regulationgegning temporary lighting so that
he wasn’t going to unnecessary expense and effibrt Fossi agreed, adding that
there was no way, he felt, that this could be re=bbefore the current football
season is over. The Commission agreed that it wioellgood for Mr. Mirra to
continue to research it and to try to locate atltpht would meet the regulations and
even have it temporarily installed. The Chairmad fzat the Commission could
provide Mr. Mirra with a copy of the proposed regjidns.

After some discussion about whether the lights @awvien comply with the

regulations, it was decided to keep the publicihgatate for October 24and to set
a walk date if the applicant is able to obtain mgi@ light. The Planner noted that
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the hearing may have to be canceled or continugetifight is not available for
inspection, and that time is running out to accashpthe request prior to the end of
the football season, even if the request is apgtove

6. #2006-102-REV: revision to Special Permit to allow 4 temporary godtable field
lighting units on practice field located in the Réne a66 Prospect Street, (Old
High School). Owner: Town of Ridgefield. Appl.: Ridgefield Youfootball. Auth.
Agent: Donnelly, McNamara and Gustafson, F&days to schedule public hearing
ends 12/7/06. Public hearing tentatively scheduled for 10/24/06. Confirm public
hearing and discuss schedul e site walks for 10/15/06.

(See discussion under #5, above. Same discuggpiesto this application.)
NEW ITEMS

7. #2006-010-SR-S: (1) request for 30-day extension of the time inclto file seven-
lot subdivision map and (2) review of appraisa¢stablish payment in lieu of open
space. Property located 8nyon Avenue in the SD R-20 zone. Owner: Country
Club Development, LLC. Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNam and Gustafson, Esq.
For action.

(1) Mr. Katz motioned to approve the request foida§ extension, seconded by Dr.
Autuori. The motion passed, 8-0-1, with Mr. Fagsiused.

(2) Mr. Walsh motioned to approve the appraisedwarhéor calculating payment in
lieu of open space donation, seconded by Dr. Autuline motion passed, 8-0-1,
with Mr. Fossi recused.

8. #2006-104-REV: revision to Special Permit under Sec. 312.0 gsired by Sec.
403.0 of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulations to allomurch-related activities in
buildings located a1 King L ane (formerly Odd Fellows Hall buildings) in the RA
zone. Owner: Jesse Lee Memorial United Methodistr€h Appl.: Reverend
William Pfohl. 65-day action period ends 12/14/06. For receipt , discussion/action.

The chairman noted that the Commission was beieggmted with a very detailed
memo from the Planner, a short map, a good sgtok, and an article from the
paper.

Dale Brown, Presidenbf the Board of Trustees at Jesse Lee Chutetailed the
proposed activities, which had been listed by th&tqr in the third paragraph.

Mr. Katz asked what kind of activities were being planned.
Mr. Brown stated that the revision would allow them to dseedmall back building
as a small chapel and move all the junior and sdmgh activities to the big building,

freeing up space for the Sunday School, adult elasnd the healing ministry.
Assuring the Commission that they would make goselaf the 7000+ sq. ft. of

12



space in the two buildings, Mr. Brown added thatythad met with the Historic
Commission, who voted to allow them to go forward.

Dr. Autuori asked, and Mr. Brown confirmed that access tdthigling would be
through the parking lot and not through King Lane.

Mr. Katz wanted assurance that any new construction warttedack to the
Commission as a special permit. The Planner saidatiy new construction would
come back to the Commission, but, as of this tmoae is planned.

The Chairman mentioned a widening of the driveway entrance. Bfown said that,
at the Planner’s suggestion, they plan to meet thghHighway Department
regarding this issue.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mrs. Willis, to approvergguest for
Revision to the Special Permit. Chairman Muccleetkied that the approval contain
a requirement for the applicant to seek permitsesled from the Highway
Department for widening of the driveway entrance.

The motion to approve the request passed by aof@.

9. Schedule for work sessions, proposed updatié troning regulations with Glenn
Chalder.For discussion.

Chairman Mucchetti pointed out that the next work session was scheddole
Halloween, on October 31, 2006. Attempts had Imeade to reschedule because of
the Halloween events that will cause congestiahéenAnnex parking lot, but no
other suitable date could be found.

10.#2006-107-REV: revision to Special Permit under Sec. 312.02.theRidgefield
Zoning Regulations to permit replacement of radrtias with masonry and stone on
property located ilGirolametti Court, 15 Danbury Road. Owner: Girolametti
Realty LLC. Appl.: John Girolamett5- day action period ends 12/14/06. For
r ecei pt/discussion/action.

Mr. M cChesney motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to approverdtpiest for
Revision to the Special Permit. The motion passed vote of 9-0.

COMMISSION WALKS

The Commission tentatively scheduled the followtwg items for walks on October 22,
2006: (Tentative)

=  #2006-101-REV: 10 East Ridge, East Ridge Middle School, Town of Ridgefield

= #2006-102-REV: 66 Prospect Street, (Old High School), Town of Ridgefield
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REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASES/REDUCTION

=  #2005-053-SR-SP: Request for reduction of bond posted for site whilikiety Four
Commerce, LLC (formerly Ninety Two Commerce, LL C), for commercial
building located on the South Street By-Pass, @B&nhbury RoadPD
recommends reduce from $400,000 to $60,000, and acknowledge that detention basin
will be completed in conjunction with property development to the south.

Mr. M cChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to approve thaest for bond
release with the suggestions recommended by tmm&lan memo dated October 10,
2006. The motion passed, 9-0.

= #2005-031-SPA: request for release of bond posted for landscagtiBdpanbury
Road. PD recommends$2,000.00 reduction.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. Fossi, to approve thaest for reduction
of the bond from $3,000 to $1,000. The motion pdsS-0

CORRESPONDENCE

The Chairman pointed out the following correspondence:
» Letter from Toll Brothers requesting approval fevised wall design.
* Information from the Planner regarding establishihoéra Public Notice Registry,
pursuant to Public Act 06-80.
» Hand-out of information about a proposed fedenaltlaat would send local
zoning issues to federal court when “takings” oidare alleged.

ltem added to the agenda:

Under “CorrespondenceChairman Mucchetti explained that Toll Brothers was
requesting a revision to their plans, to go badk&ooriginal wall design using natural
stone. A previous revision allowed them to useixfastone for the entrance retaining
walls.

Mr. McChesney motioned to add the Toll Brothers (Laurelwood, $&hHl) item to the
agenda, so that it could be dealt with immediatdlize motion was seconded by Mr.
Katz, and the vote was 9-0.

Mrs. Willis motioned to grant the request, to allow Toll Besthto build the natural

stone retaining wall at entrance to the site. Miodion was seconded by Mr. Slavin, and
passed by a vote of 9-0.
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MINUTES

Mr. Katz motioned to approve the minutes of September Q26 2seconded by Mrs.
Willis. The motion passed, 9-0.

Mrs. Willis motioned to approve the minutes of September&treled by Mr. Slavin.
The Planner noted that ZEO Richard Baldelli's nameuld be added as “present” at the
meeting. The motion to approve the minutes pa$s€d,

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 9:15 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Linda Caponetti
Recording Secretary
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