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¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Arnold Finaldi Jr. at 7:30 PM. 
 
Present were John Deeb, Kenneth Keller, Edward Manuel, Joel Urice, Arnold Finaldi Jr. and 
Alternate Helen Hoffstaetter. Also present were Deputy Planning Director Sharon Calitro and 
Associate Planner Jennifer Emminger.  
 
Absent were Alternates Paul Blaszka and Fil Cerminara (both are out of town on business).  
 
Chairman Finaldi suggested they table acceptance of the minutes and all agreed. 
 
¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING: 
 
General Electric Capital Corp. – Application for Revised Site Plan in acc. w/Sec. 10.D.7.b. of the 
Zoning Regulations (GE Capital, Phase 2 Parking) for previously approved Special Exception − 4-
10 Riverview Dr. (#M08010) − SE # 510. Public hearing opened 10/21/09 – first 35 days will be up 
11/24/09. 
 
Joe Canas PE, Tighe & Bond, said he has no further information to present tonight. They were 
hoping to receive the Engineering Dept. comments but they were not completed. He requested 
they continue the hearing said since that is the only thing they are waiting for. 
 
Chairman Finaldi asked if there was anyone to speak in opposition to this and there was no one.  
 
Mr. Urice made a motion to continue the public hearing pending receipt of the Engineering 
comments. Mr. Manuel seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously. 
 
¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
OLD BUSINESS FOR CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION: 
 
MetroPCS of NY LLC as Agent for DP39 LLC & AE7LLC – Application for Special Exception for 
Rooftop “Wireless Telecommunications Facility” in the CG-20 Zone – 116 Newtown Rd. 
(#M10065) − SE #686. Public hearing closed 10/21/09 – 65 days will be up 12/24/09. 
 
Chairman Finaldi said the balloon was flown and any issues that may have existed have been 
resolved. He added that a draft resolution was sent to the members. Mr. Urice said since he was 
not at the previous meeting, he would abstain from the vote. Mr. Manuel made a motion to 
approve this per the resolution. Mr. Keller seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously.  
 
¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 



Planning Commission Minutes 
November 4, 2009 
Page 2 
 
REFERRALS: 
 
8-24 Referral/October ’09 CC Agenda Item #1 – Request to place Directional Sign on City 
Property located at the Corner of Ervie Dr. & Stadley Rough Rd. Continued from 10/21/09 
meeting for additional information which has been received.  
 
Chairman Finaldi said they all had received a sketch of the proposed sign, a photo of the existing 
sign and a map showing approximately where it would be placed so they can discuss this. Mr. 
Manuel said he is opposed to this because allowing a permanent sign on a City right-of-way 
would result in giving away City-owned land to a private entity. Ms. Hoffstaetter asked what other 
examples of this there are in the City. She added that this would be setting a precedent and the 
proposed sign is a big structure, not like the one they want to replace. She asked if the Staff 
could give them any guidance. Mrs. Calitro said there may not be any other situations like this in 
the City. She mentioned a letter that former City Engineer Bill Buckley had issued a few years 
ago, suggesting that the City not allow any signs in their right-of-ways. Mr. Manuel said this 
would be okay if it was subject to revocation at the whim of the City. Mr. Urice asked if there was 
any pressing public need for this sign since it does not appear to be necessary to enhance 
safety. Chairman Finaldi said he does not see a plowing or sight line issue with this proposal. It 
seems like they just want to replace a sign that was there for years. Ms. Hoffstaetter said she 
thinks they should look to the Regulations for some guidance. Mr. Urice made a motion to give 
this a negative recommendation because they do not want to set a precedent and it is not 
serving the public interest to allow this. He added that if there was a pressing need, it would be 
different. Mr. Manuel seconded the motion and it was approved with four AYES (from Mr. Deeb, 
Mr. Keller, Mr. Manuel and Mr. Urice) and one NAY (from Chairman Finaldi).  
 
 ¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
 
8-3a Referral − Petition of the City of Danbury by Dennis I. Elpern Planning Director to Amend 
Secs. 3.H.1., 5.G.6.b.(3), 7.D., 8.C.1., 9.B.1., and 5.B.2.a., 5.D.2.a., 5.F.2.a., 6.A.2.a., 6.B.2.a. & 
4.H.2.b.(3)(b)(iii) of the Zoning Regulations. (Asst. minor amendments and add parking 
areas/parking facility to several zones). Zoning Commission public hearing scheduled for 
November 10, 2009. 
 
Mrs. Calitro reviewed the notes provided by the Planning Director and briefly explained the 
proposed changes. She said they really are not adding parking areas/parking facility to the 
zones, they are actually just changing the way the use is listed so it is the same in all of the 
zones it is permitted in. There were no questions from the Commission. Mr. Urice made a motion 
to give this a positive recommendation for the following reasons: None of these amendments are 
significant changes, this package is mostly ministerial in nature and meant to clarify the existing 
language, Mr. Manuel seconded the motion and it was passed unanimously.  
 
 ¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
 
8-3a Referral − Petition of 46 Mill Plain LLC, Amity Lane (#E15041) for Change of Zone from 
RA-40 to CA-80. Zoning Commission public hearing scheduled for November 10, 2009. 
 
Mrs. Calitro reviewed the staff report written by the Planning Director. This is a small lot which 
would not be of much concern except for the fact that the petition states that this parcel will be 
used in conjunction with Amity Lane to gain access to the property located to the north and 
zoned CRP. This is necessary because the Regulations prohibit crossing residentially zoned 
property to access property which is zoned commercial. The subject property is surrounded on 
three sides by other CA-80 property; so the only other parcel that is not zoned commercial  is on 
west side of Amity La. When the CRP zone was created, several means of access were 
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discussed and Amity La. seemed the most feasible although it required additional land be added. 
Mr. Keller asked the Plan of Conservation & Development which says this area should remain 
residential. Mrs. Calitro noted that the POCD was written before the CRP zone was created so 
they should take that into consideration. Mr. Manuel asked how the road will be laid out. Mrs. 
Calitro said she has not seen any development plans. Mr. Manuel expressed concern about the 
new road passing in front of other properties. Mr. Urice said he is concerned about bringing 
additional traffic through a residential area. He added that originally they were told this would not 
be done and without seeing some sort of development plan he is definitely opposed to this. 
Chairman Finaldi said this is a fairly simple thing. The staff report says we do not want a new 
road from Mill Plain and we certainly don’t want it going through Crestdale. Ms. Hoffstaetter said 
she agreed with Mr. Urice that they do not have enough information and they could put a road in 
without rezoning this parcel. Mrs. Calitro said there are no specific plans yet but there may be 
environmental issues that limit where a road can be placed. Chairman Finaldi said they do not 
have to have a site plan to go for a zone change, so this Commission has as much info as the 
Zoning Commission will have when they look at this. Mr. Urice said without facts or a design in 
front of them it is difficult to determine if this is a good thing. He added that there is no regulation 
which prohibits them from putting the road in the existing CA-80 area. Mr. Keller said although it 
was written before CRP existed, the POCD still recommends this remain residential, so they 
can’t really give this a positive recommendation. Mrs. Calitro said the staff report states that 
based on the existing zoning that is no longer realistic. Mr. Urice made a motion to give this a 
negative recommendation for the following reasons: There was not enough information provided 
and no reason was given as to why this cannot be done any other way. And although it was 
written before the CRP zone was created, the Plan of Conservation & Development 
recommends this remain residential. Mr. Keller seconded the motion and it was passed with 
three AYES (from Mr. Keller, Mr. Manuel and Mr. Urice) and two NAYS (from Mr. Deeb and 
Chairman Finaldi). 
 
¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
OTHER MATTERS FOR REVIEW AND POSSIBLE ACTION: 
 
Letter from Attorney Paul Jaber requesting second bond reduction for Peterson’s Farm a/k/a 
Fieldstone Estates, Louis Allan Dr & Petersons La. − SUB #03-02. 
 
Mrs. Emminger said this is an ongoing project which was approved with a large bond. The usual 
procedure with a project like this is that there are several bond reductions before the project is 
completed. She added that in October 2008, this bond was reduced from $1,195,000.00 to 
$500,000.00, based on the fact that a significant portion of the Engineering work had been done. 
The bond amount is always based on the Engineering Dept. estimates for the work that still 
needs to be done. So in this case, we have received a letter from the Engineering Dept. which 
lists five outstanding items that still need to be done and the costs involved in them. Based on 
that, the applicant’s attorney has requested a reduction of the bond amount from $500,000.00 to 
105,837.00 which is the amount specified in the Engineering Dept. letter. Mr. Manuel made a 
motion to approve the request for a bond reduction from $500,000.00 to 105,837.00 based upon 
the Engineering Dept. recommendation. Mr. Urice seconded the motion and it was passed 
unanimously.  
 
¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤¤ 
There was nothing under Correspondence and under For Reference Only, there were two 
applications for floodplain permits.  
 
At 8:20 PM, Mr. Keller made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Manuel seconded the motion and it was 
passed unanimously.  


