APPROVED/REVISED
MINUTES
INLAND WETLANDS BOARD

October 11, 2005 Present: Michael Autuori
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis
James Coyle

Absent: Walter Slavin

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Inland Wetlands Agent
A continued public hearing was held prior to the meeting.

Note: At 8:40 p.m., following the continued Plamgiand Zoning public hearing,
Chairman Mucchetti asked the Board to convene kuenihg and Zoning Commission
meeting first in order to accommodate an item umderespondence on that agenda,
because there was an audience member presentusslibie correspondence with the
Commission. Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Mr. Me€hey, to review the item out
of order. The motion passed 8-0.

At 9:10 p.m., Chairman Mucchetti reconvened thardlWetlands Board meeting.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-140-REZ-S-SR:Summary Ruling application for biofiltration, draige and
channel improvements in conjunction with applicatior a 7-lot subdivision (4.39+
acres) of land located d@ryon Avenue. Owner/Appl.: Country Club
Development, LLC. Auth. Agent: Donnelly, McNama&asustafson, P.C.
Received 10/5/05, walk scheduled for 10/16/05 to determine significance. 65 day
action period or 65 days to commence public hearing ends 12/8/05. Determine
need for consultant review.

Chairman Mucchetti asked the Inland Wetlands A¢geiaiddress the suggestion for
consultant review. The Agent pointed out thatgheperty and the neighborhood in
general on Bryon Avenue had a long history of cigenproblems, resulting from
drainage to the south and going toward St. Margiso8l. There has also been
substantial public interest in proposals to deveélog property on prior applications,



and concern from the neighbors about drainage. Agsat pointed out that a
consultant would review the application in cooperatvith the Town Engineer.

Mr. McChesney agreed with remarks about the histbtiris property and the
interest of the neighbors in its development. Hgiomed to hire a technical
consultant to review the drainage plans, motioosded by Mr. Coyle. The
motion passed 8-0.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mrs. Willis, torlg the application to a public
hearing with the Special Permit on 11/1/05, becadislee public interest. Mr. Katz
agreed and stated that the application would re@sis Summary Ruling, but with
a public hearing. The Board agreed by a vote @ft@{pass the motion.

NEW ITEMS

2. #2005-142-SP-SR:Summary Ruling application to permit regulatetivdites in
the upland review area in conjunction with SpeBitmit application to construct a
20-unit multi-family development on 5.16 acre$@tGrove Streetin conjunction
with existing commercial building in the B-2 zon®wner/Appl.: 66 Grove Street,
LLC. Auth.Agent: Artel Engineering Group, LL@5 daysto commence public
hearing or 65 day action period ends 12/14/05. For receipt and schedule walk to
deter mine significance.

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mrs. Willis, ereive the application and to
schedule a walk for 10/16/05. The motion passell, 8

The Agent pointed out that the work is proposedhenslope immediately above the
brook that runs under Grove Street, past the mpalitiighway garage and sewage
treatment plant, and eventually into the Great Spuasin extensive system of
underground retention systems is proposed, and thiérbe disturbance of the
slope above the stream for drainage facilitiess.MVillis pointed out that the
stream already has a high coliform count.

Dr. Autuori made a second motion, seconded by Miiflis, to hire a consultant to
review the drainage structures and facilities latren to effects on the brook, and
to bring the Summary Ruling application to a publéaring. The Chairman
suggested 12/6/05 for the public hearing date, imecaf the need for the consultant
review. The motion passed unanimously by a voi& @f

3. #2005-143-SP-SR:Summary Ruling application to install piping xiging culvert
in conjunction with Special Permit Application torstruct Derby field for horse
training. Property located &fl Old Stagecoach Roadn 87.3 acres of land in the
RAAA zone. Owner: Hunter Harrison. Appl./Auth.&gf: Don Longo.65 days
to commence public hearing or 65 day action period ends 12/14/05. For receipt
and schedule walk to determine significance.




Mr. Katz explained that a Derby field was a ridnngk with jumps for training
horses. Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Diuduy to receive the
application and to schedule a walk for 10/16/0%e feed, if any, for a public
hearing would be determined following the walk.

The motion passed, 8-0.

4. Announcement c/o IWA. Hiring of Wetlands & Cengation Inspector to begin
work on 10/24/05.

The Inland Wetlands Agent announced that, follovsageral interviews, an
applicant was selected and offered the new poditioi/etlands & Conservation
Inspector. The position will be filled by an indiwal with a master’'s degree in
environmental and biological sciences, a recerdugate of Western Connecticut
State University who was looking for part-time wor&he will begin employment
on 10/24/05. The Board was delighted that thetjwsis finally being filled, after
many years of discussion about the need for mdgeihehe department for
wetlands application reviews and inspections.

BOARD WALKS

At this meeting, the Board scheduled walks@6rGrove Streetand11 Old
Stagecoach Roadto be added to the walk schedule for October @652

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

There was no correspondence.

MINUTES

Mr. Walsh motioned, seconded by Mr. Coyle, to apprithe minutes of September 27,
2005. Mrs. Willis had several additions to thecdssion under item #1, for 901 Ethan
Allen Highway. The Board agreed to the correctiolbe motion to approve the
minutes passed by a vote of 8-0.

Hearing no further discussion, the Chairman adjeditihe meeting at 9:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Brosius
Inland Wetlands Agent



APPROVED/REVISED
MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

October 11, 2005 Present: Michael Autuori
Nelson Gelfman
John Katz, Vice Chair
James McChesney
Rebecca Mucchetti, Chairman
Patrick Walsh
Lillian Willis
James Coyle

Absent: Walter Slavin

Also Present: Betty Brosius, Director of Planning

Note: The Chairman convened the meeting at 8:40 p.m., immediately following the
continued public hearing to discuss the item under Correspondence pertaining to 901
Ethan Allen Highway because an audience member was present for the discussion. The
meeting was adjourned following that discussion, to return to the Inland Wetlands
Board meeting, and reconvened at 9:31 p.m. following the IWWB meeting.

PENDING ITEMS

1. #2005-100-A: Proposedamendmentto the zoning regulations, to aBdlk
Requirements for Conservation Cluster PRDsSec. 308.0.G(4)(a) and Sec.
308.0G(5)(a), and other updates to Sec. 308.0 Gssion-initiated Public
hearing commenced 10/15/05, continued 10/11/05. For action.

Chairman Mucchetti opened the discussion on thpga®d amendment. Dr.
Gelfman repeated his request for a copy of the Gavies and Restrictions or
homeowner’s document that was required as pahteobtiginal approval, so that
the Commission could review and understand théeninat the time that the project
was approved.

Mr. McChesney recalled that Dr. Autuori was instamntal in promoting the
conservation cluster idea, and that it was a gded to provide the housing on
smaller lots in order to preserve large areas ehgpace. Mr. McChesney does not
recall discussions about the maximum size of thesés, and there was no Floor
Area Ratio regulation at the time, but the envistbmodest size houses for the
development, probably 3-bedrooms. It is a nicemoomty, crowded by some
standards, but it looks very nice. We suddenlg fiow that people want to add
significant additions to the existing homes, and distressing. We need to close



the loopholes in the regulations, and to providénéglligent, thought-out formula
to avoid the need for applications to the Zoningiloof Appeals. We need to try
to envision this being a small, livable communityheut big McMansions. There
is a need to think this through carefully; we dom&nt to write a regulation that
would destroy what is there.

Mr. Walsh agreed. He has driven around Turner, Hilt he has had general
experience with applications presented to the Zp&oard of Appeals as a former
member of that Board. He feels that the Commissiag not have all the
information it needs to make a quick decision amdamendment.

Mr. Katz says that there may be a way to accomplisat the amendment proposes
and to keep control on the size of the homes vghGommission. If homes were
proposed over a certain maximum size, then thelddmeireviewed by the
Commission as a Special Permit. The neighborgddoeilheard in a public hearing
forum. The applicant would not be required to grévardship, required under the
ZBA review of an appeal.

Dr. Gelfman feels that most homes are probablhén2-3,000 square foot range,
and the “cap” of 5,500 square feet is too big. Walsh pointed out that most
homes couldn’t reach that maximum anyway, becatifeemther controlling
factors (setbacks, FAR, coverage). The office masd to work on the numbers to
provide some better, specific examples.

Dr. Autuori stated that a 1,000 to 1,500 squaré &oidlition could be oppressive in
this neighborhood. The homes look good now, aeg #hould not be allowed to
get substantially bigger.

Mr. Coyle is concerned about the numbers and winataultimately be built as the
maximum allowed. The Commission needs to decidat wiiormation should be
provided by staff, in order to make the proper gsialof the numbers. Mrs. Willis
is concerned about the setbacks on the sides dtioimes. Eight feet seems very
close.

Mr. Katz acknowledged that the matter is compliddtem a land-use perspective.
The Commission for years recognized that the allbes/erage and minimum
setbacks were rarely maximized by developers anmiebavners, but that is no
longer the case. We often see homes built to geamum allowed. In Turner Hill,
the regulations had 0-foot setbacks, and theottiaawo-family, attached house
could be built by joining the homes at the lot lirgut this didn’t happen. Single
family homes were built. When folks bought thesntes originally, they had a
certain understanding about what could be build, thie additions that might be
allowed. The regulations we never wanted thens®were in effect vacated by the
change in the State law in June of 2004.



Mr. Katz likes what he sees in Turner Hill, althbupe side setbacks are a problem.
The European concept of dense housing was accdraglisere by the cluster
concept. We created a permissive regulationvtlagtvacated by the statutes, and
now the homeowners have to go to the Zoning BobAppeals for every addition.
The idea of a Special Permit review for additiomgxcess of a standard would keep
the review with the Commission.

Mr. Coyle agreed with Mr. Katz. We should be loakat that kind of applications
that went to the ZBA, and see what happened teethpplications under review by
that Board.

There was discussion about the hand-written nuntdorethe assessor maps
distributed by the Planner at the meeting. Thehoekto calculate those numbers is
not known, and the Planner said the numbers sHmuttisregarded for purposes of
the discussion.

Dr. Autuori likes the concept of the 30% FAR aspgmsed, but thinks a cap of 4,500
square feet floor area or some smaller number niigimore appropriate. Dr.
Gelfman thinks there should be a height limitatimmg a footprint limitation.

Chairman Mucchetti pointed out that there couldibmtended consequences of the
setback regulations. If the side setback reguiatimnean that additions are more
likely to be built in the back, then the temptatierthere for the homeowner to
extend the backyard into the open space. We meeahisider this when
establishing setbacks. This is a current, sigafiégssue for the Conservation
Commission. Mrs. Willis pointed out that most lnétopen space is wetlands.
Chairman Mucchetti said she had seen a map in ¢tiheevation Commission

office, and there are many existing encroachmenkss new regulation shouldn’t
compound that problem.

Chairman Mucchetti said she had talked to Di Mastermer Commission
member, who remembers discussions about Turnebeilitig an “empty nest”
development. The homes were anticipated to be stadsize.

Mr. Katz repeated his interest in the special pepracedure for homes above a
certain “cap” in square footage, and he desiréeé&p the review of such matters in
the hands of the Commission. It is important notiblate the spirit of the original
intent of the approved subdivision. Chairman Mwtttadded that if every house
maximized their potential build-out, the neighbardaould look like a southern
California development.

Mr. Coyle pointed out that the amended regulatmmdd be used by a new
development, so the numbers should be carefullyghbout. Chairman Mucchetti
pointed out that this subdivision is not the onlgperty affected by the change in
the State regulations. Her own house was affegtezh the Commission



eliminated the “drop-down” provision as a resultleé new State law, and there are
a number of other homes affected similarly.

Dr. Gelfman proposed an idea to allow every homadition of 500 square feet
from this time forward, period. The Planner pothtait that this would not be an
equal treatment of all the homes in the developpimtdause some already have
sizeable additions while others have not been edgxhat all. She emphasized that
because there are four numerical limitations bemgsidered (setbacks, coverage,
floor area ratio, and “cap” on size of home) ang ohthose four parameters could
limit the size of the home on the lot.

Mr. Walsh does not want to fix something that i Immken. It is important to
establish the original intent of the regulationd &am come up with numbers that are
reasonable. No one wants to see allowed paranmatedsnized, but homeowners
and builders will build to the max. Our homewohosld be to look at the sizes of
the lots and how the regulations would affect psggbexpansion.

Mr. Katz agreed that we never envisioned maximizatf all the permitted size
regulations. But we can’t do anything site-spediéi homesites. The regulation
isn’t “broke,” but it is bent and needs to be graened.

The Planner repeated that something must be acwimag! It is inappropriate that
the Turner Hill lots are subject to the one-acuneements for coverage and FAR,
and to 25-foot setbacks. These basic requirenmenss at least be changed to suit
the Conservation Cluster.

Chairman Mucchetti asked what is the resistaneehtat is proposed in the
amendment. The Commission feels that additiorfalimation is necessary to make
the proper evaluation. The Planner will copy thetemals submitted and referenced
but not previously distributed, especially actadldurveys. There may be
additional examples in the land use records. 3pexiamples for a variety of lot
sizes should be developed for the continued dismuss

It was agreed that time was needed to preparediianal information, and the
discussion would be continued on 11/15/05.

NEW ITEMS

2. #2005-142-SP-SRSpecial Permit application under Sec. 312.0 asiredjby Sec.
412.0.B(5) of the Ridgefield Zoning Regulationctmstruct a 20-unit multi-family
development on 5.16 acresGét Grove Streetin conjunction with existing
commercial building in the B-2 zone. Owner/Appb6 Grove Street, LLC. Auth.
Agent: Artel Engineering Group, LLG85 days to commence public hearing ends
12/14/05. For receipt, schedule walk and public hearing.




Mr. Katz motioned, seconded by Dr. Autuori, to amkfedge receipt of the
application, to schedule a walk for 10/16/05, amddt a public hearing for
December 6, 2005, to allow time for the consultantew of the storm drainage
systems. The Planner noted that both the PlarandgZzoning Commission (under
Sec. 312.0 for the Special Permit) and the Inlaredl&#ds Board can make the
determination that a technical review is necessanrg,require the applicant to
submits fees for hiring an outside consultant odion passed, 8-0.

3. #2005-143-SP-SR:Special Permit application under Sec. 312.0 asired by Sec.
306.0.D to excavate/grade/fill approx. 20,000 ca.\af material and permit
screening of topsoil on site in conjunction witmstruction of Derby field for horse
training. Property located &fl Old Stagecoach Roadn 87.3 acres of land in the
RAAA zone. Owner: Hunter Harrison. Appl./Auth.&gf: Don Longo.65 days
to commence public hearing ends 12/14/05. For receipt, schedule walk and public

hearing.

Mr. McChesney motioned, seconded by Mr. Katz, tchawledge receipt of the
application, to schedule a walk for 10/16/05, amddt a public hearing for
November 1, 2005. The motion passed, 8-0.

4. Chairman’s Report —

* Weir Farm National Historic Site - Chairman Mucchetti reported that
Linda Cook, new Superintendent of Weir Farm, callesiPlanning and
Zoning Office with an update on their plans for #tkministrative services
building. In conversation with the Planner and @airman, Ms. Cook
stated that they are working on revised drawinggesponse to the
Commission’s 19-point letter, as well as comments @oncerns expressed
in a meeting/site walk with neighbors. No time&afdr resubmission of the
new plans has been set .

» 2006 Capital Budget Plan -The Town has requested input from each of the
department heads for a five-year Capital Plan.ai@an Mucchetti asked
the Commission to start thinking about the stagutegquirement to update
the Plan of Conservation and Development, whiagleagsiired every 10
years. Since the 1999 plan review was starte@@® =nd took more than 3
years to complete, it will soon be time to staet taview for the next
revision, due in 2009.

COMMISSION WALKS

At this meeting, the Commission scheduled walkstbfsrove Streetandl11 Old
Stagecoach Roadto be added to the walk schedule for October @652

REQUESTS FOR BOND RELEASE / REDUCTION

There were no requests for bond release or reductio



CORRESPONDENCE

#2005-105-SR-SP: 901 Ethan Allen Hwyetter to Michael A. Galante from STC
re bypass lane on Route FFor discussion. (Note: Thisitem was discussed prior to
the Inland Wetlands Board meeting, and following the Commission hearing for item
#1.)

Chairman Mucchetti recognized Dr. Karlsfeld in thelience, a partner in the
Ridgefield Professional Office Complex, LLC, theject approved for the property
at 901 Ethan Allen Highway. The Planner read @iaetceived earlier in the
afternoon from Michael Galante, traffic engineeFoéderick P. Clarke Associates,
regarding the State Traffic Commission review @& finoposed project. The State is
requesting the construction of bypass lanes intfbthe medical office complex,

to accommodate the traffic flows. The bypass lanesld require the elimination

of the berm and landscaping in front of the buidgliand loss of the front of parking
areas on the opposite side of the street (for sdiffarent property owners).

The Planner explained that the Planning and Zo@imigmission has no authority to
change the requirements, but can make commentttey o the STC. The Police
Commission is the traffic authority for the Towmdatheir comments are required
by the STC.

Mr. Katz pointed out that Police Chief Ligi and Mapohn Roche are the primary
officials representing the Police Commission in aoenting on such proposals, and
a meeting with those officials, and Rudy Marconaasex-officio member, would

be appropriate. He also recommends that the Plaoméact officials at the STC to
discuss the matter. The possibility of the Polmenmission meeting with the
Planning and Zoning Commission was also discussédt was agreed that first the
Chairman and the Planner should talk to the appatgpi own officials and the

STC.

Dr. Karlsfeld was asked to talk to his engineensl & provide a draft plan of how
the bypass lanes would affect the subject proertithe properties on the opposite
side of the street.

A letter to the STC, with copy to Representativerdbrey, should be drafted when
more information is available. Since the projextmot receive a building permit
until the STC matters are resolved, it is importardct as quickly as possible.

2005-125-REZ-A: re 616 Bennetts Farm Road, Applications by Eureka V,
LLC. The following correspondence was distributed toGoenmission:

(1) Letter from Brian T. Roach, Aquarion Water Canp

(2) WPCA e-mail Memo re sewer usage

(3) Memo from Assessor Al Garzi, re tax revenues

(4) Letter from CT Department of Health

(5) Notice of Intervention under 22a-19 of the C&8m ROSA



e #2005-119-REF:. 1068 Ridgefield Rd., WiltonLetter from Bryan Baltrush of
Gregory and Adams, re map notation and restrigtiohibiting use of the access
off Great Rocks Roadistributed to the Commission.

MINUTES

Dr. Autuori motioned, seconded by Mr. McChesneygpprove the minutes for
September 27, 2005. The motion passed, 8-0.

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

Betty Brosius
Director of Planning
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