Agenda

Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission
21 Tolland Green, Tolland, Connecticut
Monday, October 25, 2021 at 7:00 p.m., 6™ floor — Council Chambers

o wnp e

Call to Order

Pledge of Allegiance
Seating of Alternate(s)
Additions to Agenda

Public Comment - Any person wishing to ask a question, make a comment or put forward a
suggestion for any item or matter other than a public hearing item.

Public Hearing(s)

7. Old Business

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

7.1. Possible Action on: PZC #21-13, Zoning Regulation Amendments
New Business

8.1. PZC #21-14, Somerset Woods —Site Plan Modification and Special Permit Modification of an
existing multifamily project to allow all units to be three-bedroom units, per Section 20-8-H of
the Tolland Zoning Regulations. Applicant: Tomlen, LLC. Zone: Residential Design District.
Receive and Schedule Public Hearing for November 8, 2021.

Reports

9.1. Town Council Liaison

9.2. Capitol Region Council of Governments

9.3. Zoning Enforcement Report

9.4. Planning Update

Other Business

Correspondence

Public Participation

Approval of Minutes — October 18, 2021 Regular Meeting

Adjournment

To join the Zoom meeting, either click:
https://usO6web.zoom.us/}/4325402030?pwd=NG43ZHcyOXBQOGJdzZVTmQxNmMhZZz09

Or call: 1-646-876-9923 and input:
Meeting ID: 432 540 2030
Passcode: 444555

All public business will be concluded by 11:00 p.m. unless waived by the Commission.
Any party needing an accommaodation contact the Planning & Development Department at (860) 871-3601.
The Town of Tolland is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer.


https://us06web.zoom.us/j/4325402030?pwd=NG43ZHcyOXBQOGJldzZVTmQxNmhZZz09
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Legal Notice
Public Hearing

Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission

The Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission will hold a Public Hearing on Monday,
September 27, 2021, commencing at 7:00 p.m., to hear and discuss the following:

PZC #21-13, Zoning Regulation Amendments — Request to repeal Article 7 “Tolland Village
Area” and the TVA Zone and replace with a new Article 7 “Tolland Village Area Gateway
District” and the TVA-GD Zone, adopt Article 11A “Master Plan Overlay Zone” (MPOZ)
which will create a new zoning district (floating zone) within the TCZ, repeal existing Article
14, “Aquifer Protection Area” and Amend Sections 8-2, 9-2, 10-3, 11-2, 12-2, and 13-2 and
adopt a new Article 14 to identify “Commercial and Industrial Uses” in the TVA-GD, NCZ-G,
NCZ-T, CCZ, GDD, TCZ, MPOZ, CIZ-A, CIZ-B, and TBP Zones, amend Section 3-11
“Height Restrictions,” Section 9-4.C “Affordable Housing,” Section 10-4.C.9.s pertaining to
Affordable Housing in the GDD, Section 17-6 “Accessory Dwelling Units,” and adopt Sections
16-16 “Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair”, 16-17 “Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing”, 16-18
“Outdoor Dining”, and 16-19 “Administrative Approval for Temporary Accommodation, and
amends Sections 20-8 “Special Permits” and Section 20-9 “Site Plan.” Applicant: Town of
Tolland

A copy of this application is on file and available for review in the Planning & Building
Department at 21 Tolland Green, Tolland, CT.
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P&Z #:

TOWN OF TOLLAND
APPLICATION TO AMEND REGULATIONS

Please attach the full text of the proposed changes, edits, amendments, and new text that you are proposing.

Which document are you proposing to amend?

Zoning Regulations |:| Wetlands Regulations

I:l Subdivision Regulations I:l Plan of Conservation & Development

Article 7, Article 11A, Sections 3-11, 8-2, 9-2, 10-3, 11-2, 12-2

13-2, Article 14, Section 10-4.c.9.s, 9-4.c, 17-6, 16-16, 16-17/, 16-18
16-19, 20-8, and 20-9.

Describe the purpose for these proposed changes:

Implement the 2019 Tolland POCI

Describe how this request is consistent with the Tolland Plan of Conservation and Development:

The Tolland POCDecalled for the re-evaluation of Tolland's commercial
and Industrial zones. These amendments will  support those efforts
and encourage commercial, Industrial, and multifamily development.

Applicant Information
Applicant Name: Town ot Tolland

Mailing Address: 21 Tolland ~ Green, Tolland ~CT 06084

Phone Number: 860-871-3601 Email Address: dCOI’COI’an@tOIIand.OI’g

(Over)

May 2018
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All of the above statements and the statements contained in any documents and plans submitted herewith are
true to the best of my knowledge:

Applicant Signature: Date:

Please note:

1. If also proposing to amend the Zoning Map, a separate Map Amendment Form and fee must be
submitted.

2. The fee must be submitted to be considered a complete application.

OFFICE USE ONLY

Fee Amount: Approved:
Form of Payment: Approval Date:
Date Submitted: Effective Date:
(stamp)

May 2018
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TOWN of TOLLAND/ 21 Tolland Green, Tolland, Connecticut 06084

MEMO

TO: Planning and Zoning Commission
FROM: David Corcoran, AICP, Director of Planning & Development
DATE: October 20, 2021 (Updated from September 29, October 13, and October 18 2021)
RE: PZC #21-13- Zoning Regulation Amendments
Summary:

Please see the attached summary tables which demonstrate the proposed changes in land uses in
proposed Chapter 14 and a comparison of the dimensional requirements between the current TVA and
proposed TVA-GD.

In 2019, the Town of Tolland adopted a new Plan of Conservation and Development that called for the re-
visiting of several different regulations with the goal of encouraging economic development while
preserving the unique character of the Tolland community. Following the adoption of the POCD, the Town
entered into a contract with Dr. Don Poland of Goman + York Consulting for the re-writing of several aspects
of the Zoning Regulations.

The attached proposed Zoning Regulation modifications represent a major step towards the
implementation of the 2019 POCD. The Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission worked from the ground
up to develop draft regulations that achieve several different outcomes. Among the highlights, the new
regulations would create:

1. Anew Commercial and Industrial Use Table that clearly identifies allowed uses in each of Tolland’s
non-residential zones, with an emphasis on minimizing the need for Special Permits where possible.

2. Anoverhaul of the Tolland Village Area to encourage additional development in that area. The
overhaul allows for an increased number of uses while maintaining and updating design standards
to preserve the visual approach to the Tolland Green from Interstate 84.

3. The addition of a new Master Plan Overlay Zone option in the Technology Campus Zone that will
allow for developers to propose a master plan and gain some preliminary level of approval,
providing potential developers with more certainty for what the Town could potentially approve
while preserving the Town’s ability to regulate and manage land uses within that zone.

4. Revised Special Permit and Site Plan requirements and processes.
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5. Statutory compliance with Public Act 21-29 as it relates to Accessory Dwelling Units.
6. Revised requirements for the provision of affordable housing in new multi-family developments.

7. Streamlined permitting for those needing temporary land use accommodations as a result of a
disability.

Written Correspondence:

The Town of Tolland ran a legal notice on September 13 and September 20, and posted the proposed
changes to the website and the Town’s Social Media. Additionally, we notified CRCOG, Connecticut Water,
and the surrounding towns 30 days prior to the public hearing date as required by state statute. At the date
of this memo, we have received comment from CRCOG, whose letter is attached to this packet.
Additionally, we have received several written letters from residents which are included in this pakce.t

Provisions/Possible Modifications for Consideration:

A. Outdoor Dining - Based on conversations during the August 23" meeting, the Commission may
want to add a provision for Outdoor Dining to allow for bar service as part of the outdoor dining
area. This could be adopted as part of Section 16-18.4 within the proposed regulation changes.
Proposed language is below:

4. Bar Facilities and Service.

e Ifan applicant wishes to have a bar, with seating, and bar service as part of an outdoor
dining area, the applicant can apply for Bar Service via a Special Permit in accordance
with Section 20-8. Such an application shall meet the requirements of Section 16-18
(Outdoor Dining) but shall not have to comply with the requirement at ‘patrons must be
seated at tables” and ‘bar service is not permitted.’

e The applicant for a Bar Service Special Permit shall demonstrate that:

o Such a facility will not disturb or negatively impact neighboring establishments
or properties.

o Such a facility will not negatively impact the operation of the outdoor dining
area.

e The applicant agrees that the Commission may revoke the Special Permit for Bar Service
as a means of enforcement for violations of these Zoning Regulations. Non-conforming
status does not apply to such special permits, if revoked for violations.

B. Accessory Dwelling Units- The Zoning Board of Appeals is working on modifications to setback
requirements that could require another minor amendment to 17-6 (as well as 17-2) if
recommended by the ZBA and passed by the PZC. A memo from Mike D’Amato outlining those
possible changes is located in the packet.

Minor Modifications (added 10/13/21, revised 10/20/21)
Staff recommends including the following minor modifications in the motion to approve to clarify non-
substantive errors within the draft regulations:
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1. Section 3-11-A(3) should read: “In the Tolland Village Area — Gateway District: the height provisions
stated within the district regulations shall apply (Article 7).

2. The first sentence of Section 11A-3(C) should read: “If the application establishing the MPOZ and
Master Development Plan are approved, the applicant may proceed to the submission of a Site Plan
application in accordance with Section 20.9.”

3. The last sentence of the first paragraph in Section 11A-4 should read: “The Master Development
Plan, once adopted, shall establish the use or uses and the dimensional requirements of the
MPOZ.”

4. Section 20-8-H should read: “Amendments to an approved Special Permit which are determined by
the Town Planner to be minor in nature shall be in accordance with the provisions of Section 14-2
(Table of Uses).”

Possible Motions:

The Commission has broad discretion to approve some, none, or all of the proposed text amendments that
were legally noticed.

Draft Motion to Approve All:

Repeal Article 7 “Tolland Village Area” and the TVA Zone and replace with a new Article 7 “Tolland Village
Area Gateway District” and the TVA-GD Zone, adopt Article 11A “Master Plan Overlay Zone” (MPOZ) which
will create a new zoning district (floating zone) within the TCZ, repeal existing Article 14, “Aquifer
Protection Area” and Amend Sections 8-2, 9-2, 10-3, 11-2, 12-2, and 13-2 and adopt a new Article 14 to
identify “Commercial and Industrial Uses” in the TVA-GD, NCZ-G, NCZ-T, CCZ, GDD, TCZ, MPOZ, CIZ-A, CIZ-B,
and TBP Zones, amend Section 3-11 “Height Restrictions,” Section 9-4.C “Affordable Housing,” Section 10-
4.C.9.s pertaining to Affordable Housing in the GDD, Section 17-6 “Accessory Dwelling Units,” and adopt
Sections 16-16 “Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair”, 16-17 “Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing”, 16-18
“Outdoor Dining”, and 16-19 “Administrative Approval for Temporary Accommodation, and amends
Sections 20-8 “Special Permits” and Section 20-9 “Site Plan” with the proposed minor modifications
identified in the October 13, 2021 staff memo.

Draft Motions to Approve by Subject:

1. Repeal Article 7 “Tolland Village Area” and the TVA Zone and replace with a new Article 7 “Tolland
Village Area Gateway District” and the TVA-GD Zone, amend Section 3-11 “Height Restrictions” with
the proposed TVA-related modifications, and adopt Section 16-16 “Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair”
as proposed with the proposed minor modifications identified in the October 13, 2021 staff memo.

2. Adopt Article 11A “Master Plan Overlay Zone” (MPOZ) which will create a new zoning district
(floating zone) within the TCZ and amend Section 3-11 “Height Restrictions” with the proposed
TCZ-related modifications with the proposed minor modifications identified in the October 13, 2021
staff memo.

3. Repeal existing Article 14, “Aquifer Protection Area” and Amend Sections 8-2, 9-2, 10-3, 11-2, 12-2,
and 13-2 and adopt a new Article 14 to identify “Commercial and Industrial Uses” in the TVA-GD,
NCZ-G, NCZ-T, CCZ, GDD, TCZ, MPQOZ, CIZ-A, CIZ-B, and TBP Zones

4. Amend Section 9-4.C “Affordable Housing,” and Section 10-4.C.9.s and adopt Section 16-17
“Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing” as proposed.

3
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Amend Section 17-6 “Accessory Dwelling Units” as proposed.
Adopt Section 16-18 “Outdoor Dining” as proposed (or with the proposed modifications above).
Adopt 16-19 “Administrative Approval for Temporary Accommodation” as proposed.

Amend Sections 20-8 “Special Permits” and Section 20-9 “Site Plan” as proposed with the proposed
minor modifications identified in the October 13, 2021 staff memo.
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Table of Uses - Proposed Changes from Current Requirements — Updated 10/13/21

The following table demonstrates the difference in permitted uses between the current and proposed zoning codes. The list may not be

exhaustive. Please see Chapter 14 of the proposed regulation amendments for the full text.

Red - New Uses/Permitting Requirements
Blue - Old Uses/Permitting Requirements
Black - No Change

P = Permitted — Site Plan | SP = Special --- = Prohibited
Permit
Retail, Personal, & Professional Service Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | Clz- | Clz- | TBP
A B
Retail & Service Establishment P/SP ---/P --/P P P/SP | SP/-- P P P
Retail & Service Establishments — Over 20,000 sf. SP P P SP/P | PISP | SP/-- P P P
Financial Institution P/SP P P P/ISP | PISP | SP/-- P P P
Drive-Thru Service — Pharmacy & Financial Institutions P/SP SP/--- SP/--- | PISP | P/ISP P P/SP | PISP
Child & Adult Day-Care Centers, or Group Day-Care P P P P/SP P SP SP
Homes.
Veterinary Hospital (without outdoor animals) SP/--- P P/--- P P/SP P P/--- | Pl--- | P/---
Veterinary Hospital, Commercial Kennels & Stables (5- P SP
acre min.)
Laundromat (public sewer required) P/--- P/--- P/--- P/--- | PISP | P/--- P P/SP | P/SP
Self-Storage Facility P/--- P/--- P SP P/SP | P/SP
Roadside stand, regional. P P/--- P P/SP P P/SP | P/ISP
Funeral Home SP/--- SP/--- | SP/-- | SP/-- | --- SP
Adult-Oriented Establishment SP
Hospitality Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Restaurant (without liquor sales) P/SP P/SP P/SP P/SP | P/SP | SP/-- P P/SP P/SP
Restaurant (with liquor sales) P/SP SP SP SP P/SP P P/SP P/SP P/---
Drive-Thru Service — Fast Food & Fast-Casual SP* SP P SP/---
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Restaurant — Brewpub P/SP P/SP P SP/--- SP
Micro-Brewery, Micro-Distillery, or Micro- SP SP SP P ---/SP P/SP
Winery

Brewery, Distillery, or Winery SP P/SP
Hotel (internal access guest rooms) SP SP/--- SP/--- SP SP SP SP SP/--- | SP/--- SP/--
Bed & Breakfast Establishment P/SP P P P SP P P
Retail Food Service Establishment P/SP P/SP P/SP P/SP | P/SP P P P
Catering Facilities SP/--- P/--- P/--- P/--- | SP/--- | --- P P/--- P/---
Banquet Facilities SP/--- SP/--- SP/--- | SP/-- | SP[--- | --- P
Commercial/Shared Kitchen P/--- P/--- P/--- SP/-- | P/--- P P/--- P/---

*Special Permits for Drive-Thru currently only allowed for existing Drive-Thru restaurants
allow for Drive-Thrus by Special Permit for new restaurants as well.

. The proposed TVA regulations would expand this to

Commercial Office TVA- NCZ- | NCz- |CCz | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | ClzZ- | ClZz- | TBP
Uses GD G T A B

Office (Professional & P/SP P/--- P/--- P P/SP | PISP* P P P P
General)

Office (Medical) SP SP/--- | SP/--- | SP/P | SP SP* P P P SP/---

* The previous regulations distinguished between office space of less than 5,000 square feet and more than 5,000 square feet in the TCZ,

requiring a Special Permit for offices >5,000 square feet

Commercial Laboratory & R&D Uses TVA- NCZ- | NCz- | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | ClzZ- | ClzZ- | TBP
GD G T A B

Medical, Dental, & Optical Laboratory P P P/--- P/--- P
Laboratory (Research, Experimental, & Development) P P P P P
Technology or Computer-Based Facilities (Data Processing - P P P/--- P/--- P/---
Center)

Manufacturing (Biotechnology, Medical, & Pharmaceutical) SP SP SP/--- | SP/--- SP
Educational, Scientific, & Research Activity P P P/--- P/--- P/---
Training and/or Conference Center SP/--- SP/--- | SP/--- SP SP SP P SP/--- | SP/--- | SP/---
Licensed Medical Marijuana — Dispensary SP SP SP
Licensed Medical Marijuana Production Facility SP SP SP SP SP
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Residential & Mixed-Use TVA-GD | NCZ- | NCzZ- |CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | ClzZ- | Clz- | TBP
Developments G T A B
Single-Family Residential ---/ SP ---/P ---IP SP
Mixed Use — Residential SP P/SP | SP SP SP SP/P
Multi-Family Residential SP SP/--- | SP/--- | SP SP SP
Institutional, Public, & Recreational Uses TVA-GD | NCZ- | NCzZ- | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
G T
Cultural Institution, Art or Music Center, & Museum P/SP P P p P/SP | --- P P
Public & General Assembly SP SP/P SP/--- | SP/IP | SP
Places of Worship & Religious Institution P/SP P P P P/SP | P/--- P P P SP
Utilities — Public/Private: Structures, Substation, or SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Office
School — Private P -- | SP/-- P SP SP
Hospital, Nursing or Convalescent Facility P --
Assisted Living Facility SP/--- SP
Club SP -- P P
Commercial Recreation Facilities SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Automotive Uses TVA-GD | NCZ- | NCzZ- | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | ClZ-B | TBP
G T
Motor Vehicle Sales (licensed by State) SP/--- SP SP SP
Trailer & Recreational Vehicles Sales SP/--- SP SP SP
Motor Vehicle Repair (licensed by State) SP SP | PISP | --- SP SP
Gasoline Station & Convenience Store SP/--- SP/--- SP SP SP
Car Wash SP SP SP
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Parking Facilities (public/private parking serving off- SP
premises)
Agriculture & Natural Resources TVA- NCZ- | NCZ- | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
GD G T
Agriculture, Nurseries, Forestry, Forest Management P/SP p P/--- P P/SP | P/--- P P/--- P/--- P/---
Excavation and/or Removal of Earth Products; Filling SP SP/--- | SP/---
Operations
Excavation — Pre-Development Site Grading SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Solar Array — Ground Mounted as a principal use SP SP SP
Industrial & Manufacturing Uses TVA-GD | NCZ- | NCZ- | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
G T
Manufacturing P P P
Wholesaling, Warehousing, or Storage SP SP P
Distribution Center SP SP SP/---
Transportation Facility P P
Printing, Lithography, Photocopy/Graphic Arts Services; SP/P SP/P P
Publishing.
Heavy Equipment — Repair or Restoration SP
Building Supply — Contractors SP SP SP
Building Supply — Public Wholesale SP SP SP
Contractor's Materials, Supplies, Equipment, Service, & SP SP SP
Storage.




Section 7.1 Page 13

Changes in TVA Dimensional Requirements — Updated 10/13/21

The following table demonstrates the difference in dimensional and design requirements between the current TVA and proposed TVA-GD.

The list may not be exhaustive. Please see Chapter 7 of the proposed regulation amendments for the full text.

Current (TVA)

Proposed (TVA-GD)

Front Setback | Dependent on use and height: 50 feet for all uses
- Mixed Use - 10 feet unless otherwise approved At least 150 feet (for the principal buildings) and 75 feet (for the
by Commission if building is three stories or uses) from the boundary of any residential zone unless waived
fewer. If building is greater than three stories it by Commission
must be 150 feet from Merrow Rd and not
create a visible height impact
- Single Family Residential — 10 feet
- Multifamily Residential — 25 feet or 150 feet
with height restrictions noted above
Rear Setback - None 35 feet
At least 150 feet (for the principal buildings) and 75 feet (for the
uses) from the boundary of any residential zone unless waived
by Commission
Side Setback - None 50 feet but can be reduced depending on nature of adjacent

land uses. Required side yard setback may be eliminated if the
parcels that share that side property line share a single joint
entrance and single joint exit to a public street or share parking

facilities and do not contain a residential use.
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At least 150 feet (for the principal buildings) and 75 feet (for the
uses) from the boundary of any residential zone unless waived
by Commission

Building - None 20 feet unless sharing a common wall
Separation
Building - Maximum 240 feet with design variation for No restriction on building width, no uninterrupted facades
Width spans greater than 75 feet (without wall plane projections or recesses) greater than 100
feet

Building Dependent on use: 40 feet or 4 stories, whichever is more restrictive
Height - Mixed Use — Must be 1.5 to 3 stories, with

preferred height of 2.5 stories. Commission

may allow 4 stories or 56 feet with 150’

setback from Merrow Rd

- Hotel — May be 4 stories or 55 feet with 150’
setback from Merrow Rd
- Multi-Family Residential — 35 or 40 feet to

ridge, or up to 40 feet or 45 feet to ridge or 3

to 3.5 stories with 150" setback from Merrow

Rd
Minimum - None 1,000 square feet
Building Size
Maximum - No Maximum 20,000 square feet for retail
Building Size

Retail can be raised up to 45,000 square feet by Commission if
one of following is provided:

- additional buffering

- linkages to abutting properties

- minimum front-field parking
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- special site sensitivity

- a special architectural design

Lot Coverage

No requirement

Maximum 50%, with ability for Commission to increase to 65%
or 80% when necessary for access management (see new
Section 7-4)

Non- For mixed use, a minimum of 400 linear feet of No requirement
Residential non-residential along newly established streets
Frontage
for a mixed-use "block”
Residential None 9 bedrooms per developable acre
Density
Design Yes Yes
Review
Required
Reductions in None May be considered by Commission if the development pattern
Dimensional

Requirements

does one of the following:
Provides pathway connections and promotes walkability in the
area
Improves overall compatibility of the site to surrounding or
connecting property.
Gives special attention to one or more of the following:
landscaping, building orientation, New England style

architecture, linkages to abutting properties and site amenities
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COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 241 Main Street / Hartford / Connecticut / 06106
Work : Phone (860) 522-2217 / Fax (860) 724-1274

orking together for a better region.
www.crcog.org

September 17, 2021
TO: TOLLAND PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

REPORT ON ZONING REFERRAL Z-2021-95: Proposed zoning amendment pertaining to an
overhaul of zoning regulations, including updates to the Tolland Village Area Gateway District,
permitted uses, accessory dwelling units, inclusionary housing, outdoor dining, height restrictions,
and site plan a

COMMISSIONERS: Receipt is acknowledged of the above-mentioned referral. Notice of this proposal
was transmitted to the Policy and Planning Division of the Capitol Region Council of Governments under
the provisions of Section 8-3b of the Connecticut General Statutes, as amended.

COMMENT: The staff of the Regional Planning Commission of the Capitol Region Council of
Governments has reviewed this zoning referral and finds no apparent conflict with regional plans and
policies or the concerns of neighboring towns. Staff commends the efforts around accessory apartments
and inclusionary housing which furthers CRCOG policy to encourage and support changes to zoning
regulations to permit a greater diversity of housing types and costs.

The public hearing date has been scheduled for 9/27/2021.

In accordance with our procedures this letter will constitute final CRCOG action on this referral.
Questions concerning this referral should be directed to Christopher Henchey.

DISTRIBUTION: Planner: Ellington, Vernon, Coventry, Willington

Respectfully submitted,

Jennifer Bartiss-Earley, Chairman
Regional Planning Commission

Brendan Malone, Vice Chairman
Regional Planning Commission

Christopher Henchey
Transportation Planner

Andover / Avon / Berlin / Bloomfield / Bolton / Canton / Columbia / Coventry / East Granby / East Hartford / East Windsor / Ellington / Enfield / Farmington /
Glastonbury / Granby / Hartford / Hebron / Manchester / Mansfield / Marlborough / New Britain / Newington / Plainville / Rocky Hill / Simsbury / Somers / South
Windsor / Southington / Stafford / Suffield / Tolland / Vernon / West Hartford / Wethersfield / Willington / Windsor / Windsor Locks

A voluntary Council of Governments formed to initiate and implement regional programs of benefit to the towns and the region
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TOWN OF TOLLAND

Planning & Development Department

21 Tolland Green, Tolland CT 06084
Tel.: (860) 871-3601

MEMORANDUM B
TO: Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission A T /
FROM: Michael D’ Amato, AICP, CZEO, Planning & Development /// W -
CC: Tolland Zoning Board of Appeals

DATE: September 8, 2021

SUBJECT: ZBA Regulation Amendments for ADUs

\ Summary \

_For the last few months, the Zoning Board of Appeals has been workshopping changes to the Town’s Zoning _
Regulations as they related to the bulk standards in Residential zones. The Board expects to have a draft proposal to
present to the PZC for the first meeting in October. However, because the PZC is currently seeking to amend the
Zoning Regulations related to Accessory Dwelling Units, the ZBA felt it was more appropriate to include comments
that relate to these units for this meeting so they could be included during the upcoming public hearing.

The scope of the proposed regulations that the ZBA is considering generally look to relax setback standards to make
appropriate property improvements feasible, without the issuance of a variance. However, the Board agreed that
relaxed setbacks should not be considered for accessory dwelling units. While a detached ADU will still function in
scale and use as “accessory” to a single-family home, the use of the structure will be for dwelling purposes and as
such, the currently applicable standards should remain in place for detached ADUs.

To avoid the need to develop a separate and distinct section of the bulk table in Section 17-2, it may be more concise
to include a reference within Section 17-2 as well as within the newly proposed ADU language.

A copy of the suggested revision with proposed language to be added has been included below.

| Proposed Amendment for Consideration:

1. Section 17-2(C):

Add: (2) All other detached structures shall have a maximum height of 25ft.
2. Section 17-6:

Modify: Currently proposed language, #13: If the accessory dwelling unit will be located in a detached garage, the
structure shall comply with all applicable setback requirements for detached structures.
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October 7, 2021

Andrew Powell, Chair

Planning & Zoning Commission
21 Tolland Green

Tolland, CT 06084

Re: Property Value Impact

Dear Chairman Powell:

At the last public hearing residents who are proximate to the proposed TVA-GC zoning district expressed
concerns the potential for negative impacts from future uses allowed in the proposed zoning district.
Such concerns are common in the land use planning and the permitting process. In fact, one of the
foundational concepts of zoning is that “such regulations shall be made with reasonable
consideration...to the character of the district...with a view to conserving the value of buildings” (Zoning
Enabling Act, 1922). The concept of a view to conserving the value of buildings needs to be
contextualized to the time when it was written and the problems that zoning was designed to solve. The
1920s context was the harsh conditions of the industrial city and the lack of regulatory provisions to deal
with incompatible uses and the negative consequences of proximity. In addition to the character of the
district and conserving the value of buildings, zoning was intended to protect us from fire, panic, and
other dangers, conditions that no longer threaten us in the ways they did in the 1920s industrial city.
Simply stated, zoning (along with other policies and regulations) has successfully solved the problem of
the industrial city and has created stability and predictability in real property markets.

Today, the way in which we need to conceptualize the character of the district and conserving the value
of buildings has changed. That is, the dissimilarity in uses has been greatly reduced. In addition, the
negative impacts on adjacent and proximate property have been mostly reduced to the most
undesirable land uses. For example, undesirable land uses such as airports, landfills, superfund sites, etc.
and their impact on residential and other proximate uses have been extensively studied and
documented as having negative impacts on property values (Bell, 1998, 2001; Findlay and Phillips, 1991;
Cartee, 1989; Hurd, 2002; Simons, 1997).

However, such concerns and claims of the negative impact created by other dissimilar uses have
persisted in land use planning, especially concerns regarding commercial, multi-family, and affordable
housing development adjacent and proximate to existing residential properties. It is even common to
hear claims that new single-family residential development will negatively impact the value of existing
single-family residential properties. Fortunately, such concerns and claims have led to academic and
industry research on the impacts of new (residential and commercial) development on existing
residential property values. Most important, the abundance of academic research has shown that such
claims are not substantiated.
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Regarding the impact of new commercial development on proximate residential property values, the
findings are mixed, complicated, and contextual to the specific sites and situations. Therefore, the
finding needs to be explored, discussed, and explained. Matthews a researcher (doctoral candidate) at
Georgia State University provides a good starting point (Matthews, 2006: viii-ix):

Existing studies have produced indefinite results. Some find a positive influence of
commercial proximity on residential prices; others find a negative influence and a third
group finds no effect at all. We reviewed sixteen studies that include residential price
effects as functions of proximity to non-residential development: five show a positive
effect on residential price; two find a negative effect; five find no or indeterminate
effects; one finds the effect varies with the relative strength of positive and negative
factors; two find that effects vary with specific uses; and one finds that effect depends
on design, maintenance and management of proximate non-residential uses, not
necessarily the uses themselves. A final study finds the effect on residential price due to
proximity to non-residential depend on the ratio of residential to non-residential uses in
the neighborhood; where the ratio of residential to non-residential is high, increases in
non-residential uses increased residential prices.

It is important to note that most of the studies reviewed by Matthews found positive or little to no
effect on residential property values. However, Matthews further explains the limitations of these
studies and what appears to be the reason for such differing results (Matthews, 2006: ix):

Most of these past studies do not treat the residential-commercial relationship directly.
The relationship is often treated in very general terms, making no distinction in the size
or type of commercial development, its design, age, or operating policies. Likewise, the
neighborhood setting and design relationship between residential and commercial
development is not included.

In other words, the context, site, and situation matter. The relationship between what is being
proposed, the existing conditions of the area where new commercial development is being proposed,
and the relationship to proximate residential properties are important in understanding the possible
impact, positive or negative, on residential value. The lack of context and/or the contextual and
methodological approach of the academic studies are the very reasons why there are conflicting
findings. Therefore, it is important not get bogged down in the conflicting findings, but to understand
how the findings help to inform us and contextualize the proposal for the subject site.

Another researcher at Georgia State University conducted a comprehensive analysis of 1.5 million
residential property sales, both proximate and distanced to new commercial development (for
comparison) between 2006 and 2014 throughout Metropolitan Atlanta (Wiley, 2015). In addition, the
study made greater attempts to account for similarities in properties, such as the number of bedrooms,
bathrooms, and other characteristics (property characteristics and amenities that influence value)
between the proximate and distanced properties. Furthermore, the study evaluated three categories of
commercial development; industrial, office, and retail. Wiley’s (2015) findings are interesting:

e Sites targeted for new industrial development exist in neighborhoods where values are
relatively lower and already experiencing a downward trend in advance of the project
completion [...] Industrial is one of the least desirable land uses, so it is not surprising to
observe industrial development rights allocated in localities where housing values are on the
decline. In close proximity to industrial development sites, a localized contraction in house
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price appears during the predevelopment period [...] yet the existing trend is largely
unaffected in the period that follows an industrial development completion (p. 3-4).

e By comparison, site selection for office development occurs in neighborhoods that are
relatively more expensive, and at times when values are recently increasing. Post
completion, the trend stabilizes at elevated price points in recipient neighborhoods for new
office buildings [...] Housing values appear largely unchanged by new office deliveries over
the long-horizon (p. 4).

e Inthe immediate vicinity of retail development site, home prices are relatively lower than
the surrounding area during the period leading up to the development. While the trend is
trivial prior to completion, it is significantly impacted in the period immediately following a
new retail delivery. Home prices inside the radius are initially relatively lower (even more so
than before) but set on a path that is steadily increasing relative to comparables in the
surrounding area. It takes only a couple of years for the initial reduction to be more than
offset, and — within a few years after that — home prices inside the radius even surpass
those in the surrounding area (when previously they were significantly lower) (p. 4).

e Of the three commercial real estate product types considered, proximity to retail
development is the most likely to be considered a neighborhood amenity and an important
aspect to community revitalization — although it can take a few years for the submarket to
fully incorporate positive price effects following the completion of a new shopping center (p.
4-5).

e Perhaps most surprising is the lack of evidence for negative and significant impacts of
commercial developments on housing values. Scores of political arguments to the contrary
are voiced at local debates across the nation, yet this research does not find substantive
evidence of a negative interaction (p. 5).

Wiley’s (2015) finding a “lack of evidence for negative and significant impacts of commercial
developments on housing values” is important. In the long term, regardless of property type (industrial,
office, or retail), there were no negative impacts on property value. More important though, is that
Wiley’s (2015) research shows, with both industrial and office space that pre-existing neighborhoods
conditions and values in the area/neighborhood have influence on the trajectory and outcome of value.
Stronger market, higher value neighborhoods are better positioned to absorb new office development
than weaker market, low value industrial neighborhoods.

Wiley’s (2015) finding that residential values proximate to new retail development needs to be further
contextualized and better understood. Most important, is not simply that proximate residential values
rise in the long term, but that proximate residential property values exceed more distanced properties
in the long term. What Wiley’s findings are measuring and finding in this regard is what Jaeger (2006)
explains as the amenity effect. The amenity effect is “when land-use regulations protect, enhance, or
create amenities or services that benefit property owners” (2006: 2). The rise in proximate residential
property value over time is the positive impact of the amenity effect, the neighborhood being enhanced
by new service that retail development provides to the neighborhood.

The studies of new retail development impact on residential property values appear to be influenced by
what | will call the large retail development bias. The large retail development bias is the fact that many
studies focus on the impacts of large regional malls and big box retailers (Loyer, 2010; Corliga, et al.,
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2006; Johnson, et al., 2009). My concern is that large-scale development (industrial, office, retail, or
residential) is likely to have a greater impact (positive or negative) than a small-scale development.
Therefore, even in Wiley’s (2015) metropolitan-wide study that captured both large and small retail
developments, it is reasonable to assume that the impacts of large developments—based on their
intensity—skew the findings and obscure the fact that smaller retail developments may have little or no
impact on proximate residential properties.

In the context of the proposed TVA-GD it is important to note that this is already a commercial in
character and the commercial development has existed for decades. Therefore, | do not view the
proposed TVA-GD creating a circumstance where there are substantial differences between what is
allowed today and what may be allowed in the future—the total square feet of development, regardless
of use and style, is not more than what is allowed today. In addition, the proposed TVA-GD includes
setbacks and buffers not provided in the existing TVA, adding additional considerations and safeguards.
It is also important to note, while the Tolland community may view potential development as large-
scale, in the discussion above, such an interpretation is relative. Large-scale, as discussed above is in the
context of regional malls and big box retail (typically 90,000 to 150,000 square feet super stores).

While Wiley’s (2015) findings are interesting and do inform us, his study conducted at the metropolitan
scale does have limits as to its accounting for the specific site, situation, and scale of retail developments
in each instance. Matthews (2006) study provides more scaled case study and comparative analysis of
retail developments in both central city urban and edge city suburban locations. While his findings are
mixed—positive and negative impacts in both settings—his study offers some important insights into
the relationship between commercial retail development, and residential property values. For example,
in “automobile oriented neighborhoods, there are no significant residential price effects associated with
proximity to retail uses...” (Matthews, 2006: 140). He further explains, “Whether or not retail sites are
visible from residences significantly affects the strength of negative disamenities. The less visible a retail
site, the lower the effects on residential price. The implication for public policy is clear and is not new:
measures should be developed to provide visual barriers between retail and residential sites”
(Matthews, 2006: 138-139).

Since multi-family housing and mixed-use developments are permitted in both the existing TVA and
proposed TVA-GD, | want to also discuss the impact of multi-family residential development on
proximate residential development. A notable and comprehensive longitudinal study by the MIT Center
for Real Estate of seven high-density affordable housing developments adjacent to medium- and low-
density single-family residential areas in six communities spread across Metropolitan Boston. The
researchers stated that the findings “in all seven case study towns lead us to conclude that the
introduction of larger-scale, high-density mixed-income rental developments in single-family
neighborhoods does not affect the value of surrounding homes. The fear of potential asset-value loss
among suburban homeowners is misplaced” (Pollakowski, et. al, 2005: ii). A 2003 study by Harvard’s
Joint Center for Housing Studies found that apartments posed no threat to surrounding single-family
house values (Hoffman, 2003).

The findings of the MIT and Harvard studies are further substantiated in a recent study by Kem C.
Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah. The study, The Impact of High-Density Apartments on
Surrounding Single-Family Home Values in Suburban Salt Lake County, analyzed the construction of
7,754 units between 2010 and 2018 and the impact of these multi-family rental developments on single-
family home values within a half mile of the new apartments. The researchers found:
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...apartments built between 2010 and 2018 have not reduced single-family home values in
suburban Salt Lake County. In response to accelerating housing prices over the last decade, the
market continues to shift to denser development to slow this trend. However, denser
development continues to be a politically controversial topic on city council agendas as existing
residents often bring up negative impacts on home values. Single-family homes located within
1/2 mile of a newly constructed apartment building experienced higher overall price
appreciation than those homes farther away (Eskic, 2021: 1).

Overall, academic research shows that multi-family development, which is most often of a higher
density than single-family residential development, either has no impact or a positive impact on
adjacent and proximate single-family residential property values. For example, a “study in King County,
Washington, shows an increase in single-family home values for those located near denser
development” (Eskic, 2021: 2).

The National Association of Homebuilders found that single-family residential property values within
300 feet of multi-family rental housing increased by 2.9% (NAHB, 2001). Researchers at Virginia Tech
University conducted a study that concluded, multi-family rentals that were well-designed, attractive,
and well-landscaped, increased the value of proximate single-family residential housing (Eskic, 2021).
What was most interesting about the Virginia Tech study, as explained by Eskic (2021: 2), were the
researchers three possible reasons to explain their findings:

1. new construction serves as a potential indicator of positive economic growth;
2. new apartments increase the pool of future homebuyers for current homeowners; and

3. apartments with mixed-use development often increase the attractiveness of nearby
communities as they provide more housing and amenity choices.

These three possible explanations are important. They highlight the importance of continuous
investment in a community, providing a modern, diverse, and competitive housing stock—the positive
economic growth, the need to attract newcomers to the community to create a pool of future
homebuyers, and the amenity value diverse housing stock that offers housing alternatives for other
residents already in the community—retaining young adults and empty nesters who seek to remain in
the community but need and want housing other than larger single-family homes. This is especially true
for Tolland since the recently released 2020 Census of Population shows that Tolland has lost 3% of its
total population and 20% of its population under the age of 18 since 2010. The substantial loss of young
persons indicates that Tolland is not retaining or attracting young adults and households.

While claims of negative property value impacts are likely to persist in the local land use approval
process, the unbiased academic research is clear in its findings, “apartments posed no threat to
surrounding single-family house values (Hoffman, 2003) and “the fear of potential asset-value loss
among suburban homeowners is misplaced” (Pollakowski, et. al, 2005: ii). This is important for
communities, especially land use boards and commissions, to understand and embrace. New housing
development, including multi-family and even affordable housing, when well designed and aesthetically
pleasing, does not negatively impact the value of adjacent or proximate residential development.

| look forward to discussing this with you and the Commission further at the hearing(s). If you or any of
the Commission members have any questions or concern regarding this topic, please feel free to ask me
any questions you or the Commission may have at the hearing.
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Respectfully submitted,

DA G

Donald J. Poland, PhD, AICP
Planning Consultant
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From: David Corcoran

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 9:56 PM

To: Cassandra Santoro

Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL]Public input on TVA proposed regulation changes

For the record

From: David Raccagni <daveracc@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 9:52 PM

To: David Corcoran

Subject: [EXTERNAL]}Public input on TVA proposed regulation changes

To David Corcoran, Director of Planning & Development and members of the PZC:

| am emailing comments | attempted to make during this evening's PZC meeting but was unable to
due to laptop audio issues.

In response to Jon Crickmore's request for resident input on what restrictions would be reasonable,
I'd propose the following:

1) Setbacks- 150 feet. For context, this is only half the length of a football field, which is not very
far. I'd hope the town would give residents at least this much relief from commercial development
proximity.

2) Buffers- | believe it is critical to write clearly into the revised regulations requirements for
substantia! buffers, and not give developers leeway to interpret this as the bare minimum. This
includes clear guidelines on evergreen tree density, berms, fences, etc. to very effectively break up
sight lines.

3) Building heights- 40’ or 4 stories (whichever is more restrictive). A 40 building is a large
building. Mr. Williams' request for 4 stories would equate to a 50-60' high building, based on his
example of 40' for a 2 story commercial building. In my opinion a 50-60' building is simply too high
given the proximity to a residential neighborhood and the historic town green. However, perhaps
there could be some variability based on proximity to residential neighborhoods? For example 40'
max height if 150' from residential property but 50' if 250’ from residential property?

Thank you to the PZC for consideration of residents’ input with the desire to spur commercial
development in town.

Dave Raccagni
21 Woodfields Drive
Tolland, CT
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From: David Corcoran

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:53 PM

To: Cassandra Santoro

Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL]Fw: P&Z PH

Attachments: 2021_10_18_P&Z_PH_Barnas_Comments.docx

Please add to the record

From: Jodie Coleman-Marzialo <mjmarz@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 6:48 PM

To: David Corcoran

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Fw: P&Z PH

From: dave@truehealthunlimited.com <dave @truehealthunlimited.com>
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 5:29 PM

To: 'Jodie Coleman-Marzialo' <mjmarz@msn.com>

Subject: RE: P&Z PH

Hey Jodie,

Thanks for coming by today. Please see attached document that we would like to have read at tonight's
meeting. Hopefully you can read it for us.

Please keep us in the loop.

Best Regards,

Dave

From: Jodie Coleman-Marzialo <mjmarz@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 4:24 PM

To: dave@truehealthunlimited.com

Subject: P&Z PH

Ms. Nuccio asked if the town's blight regulations include

commercial businesses. Ms. Falusi responded that they do not. Ms. Nuccio explained that there are locations
in town which are not rented and asked if there is anything that can be done from a blight perspective, and in
the blight ordinance to encourage having them rented or not looking like vacant spaces. Ms. Hancock
responded that she will research this. She added that she has been working with the EDC to compile an
inventory of the empty spaces, including vacant spaces, as well as areas that could be developed for
commercial businesses or other types of use. Her goal is to work with the Commission to bring potential
tenants, developers, and real estate professionals to town, take them on a tour of the spaces, and provide
them with regulations and ideas for use. She noted that while commercial development will help the grand
list, it will not solve the issue of the tax burden on the residential base given that there are so few areas in

1
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Dave & Hollie Barnas
31 Tolland Green

Thank you Jodie for delivering our comments to the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting/hearing
as we could not attend the meeting on the evening of Monday October 18, 2021.

We would like it known that as we follow the development proposals for the TVA, we have become
increasingly concerned that possible decisions will be made by subjective opinion rather than by
objective facts. And this has been our continued experience over the past few years.

We do not see the facts being published in a way that would drive good and progressive debate on this
matter. For example, where are the facts that commercial development decreases crime, increases
property value, doesn’t cause traffic congestion and increases the overall well-being of the Town’s
taxpayers?

If commercialism is good for the Town, why aren’t succinct benefits described and backed by data?

What is the data that supports building more commercial businesses when we already have too many
unoccupied commercial spaces? What is the factual argument that adding the proposed changes to the
TVA (drive-through, laundromat, etc.) will be a greater benefit than allowing those types of businesses
to operate out of business zoned spaces already available in Tolland? Why is a speculative business
located in the TVA so much better for the Town and the taxpayer? For example, why not consider
maximizing the Technology Zone where Nerac exists rather than tear down beautiful natural landscapes
in Tolland that provide Tolland with its known semi-rural ambiance? What is the benefit of adding more
concrete? How do you answer these questions with facts?

All we hear are responses using comparisons with other towns that have completely different
demographics, proximity to Hartford, private schools and other attributes not consistent or comparable
with Tolland.

To think that what works for one Town with all the differences mentioned will work with the Town of
Tolland is not a data-driven conclusion. It’s only speculative.

How about we find and learn from towns like Tolland rather than to try to make Tolland into a West
Hartford, Stafford, Vernon or Glastonbury?

And why when we ask these kind of questions, as we have in the past, can we never get clear answers
based on data?

Is it possible that we can maximize the vacant commercial spaces we have before trying to build new? Is
it possible there is a middle ground to support development such as solving the problem of our empty
commercial spaces before even consider attempting to make changes to the TVA?

s it possible we can find a solution of growth that at least has a predictable an positive outcome?

Thank you for your time and the opportunity for us to share our input.
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From: David Corcoran

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:54 PM

To: Cassandra Santoro

Subject: Fw; Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer
Attachments: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer.pdf

Please add to the record - from Steve Williams

From: DevScanner@tolland.org <DevScanner@tolland.org>
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 6:47 PM

To: David Corcoran

Subject: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Printer

Please open the attached document. It was sent to you using a Xerox multifunction printer.
Attachment File Type: pdf, Multi-Page
Multifunction Printer Location; Development Office

Device Name: Development Xerox

For more information on Xerox products and solutions, please visit http.//www.xerox.com
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From: Joel Johnson <jjchnson@johnsonbrunetti.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 17, 2021 7:.05 PM

To: Public Hearing

Cc: Linda Byam

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Proposed zoning changes

To: Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission
Re: Proposed zoning changes.

Dear members of the commission.

| am writing this letter on behalf of my wife Wendy Johnson who is the property owner of the home we live in at 52
Woodfields Drive.

We understand the goal of the development of the TVA is to enhance the appeal of our town by encouraging
development that will make Tolland more attractive to new residents as well as new businesses.

We have lived here for 17 years and our family has enjoyed the “feel” of Tolland, we have benefited from our schools as
three of our boys graduated THS and we continue to enjoy our parks and open spaces.

As we review the proposed changes in the zoning regulations | have mixed feelings. As you can imagine this is a difficult
time for those of us that own property abutting the TVA. We appreciate the proposed change to a 35 foot setback for
development however we would strongly urge the commission to create a buffer between commercial development
and residential property of an additional 100 feet.

The TVA is a project that can certainly enhance the towns appeal. That said, we would respectfully suggest that such a
small sethack without a buffer has a profoundly negative impact on existing property owners as well as future property
owners on Woodfields Drive. This chahge would have a very small impact on a developer but not putting in the buffer
would have a very large negative impact on homeowners.

In @ sense you could be helping the town’s future by hurting the existing residents. Sort of like when companies treat
new customers better than existing customers.

We appreciate the work that you all do. At times we know it can be a difficult and thankless joh.

We would ask for your thoughtfull consideration of our request as we believe it would result in a good outcome for all
interested parties.

Joel and Wendy Johnson
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JOEL JOHNSON, CFP®

CEQ, Johnson Brunetti

» BRUNETTI ® (0

RETIREMENT & INVESTMENT SPECIALISTS
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Investment Advisory Services offered through JB Capital, LLC. Insurance Preducts offered through JN Financial, LLC.
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Cassandra Santoro

From: lennifer Lange <Jennifereroth@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 9:29 AM

To: Public Hearing

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Public hearing 10/18/2021

Dear Zoning Board members,

We reside on Woodfields Drive. We feel that a 100 foot rear setback from a residential area would be appropriate as
opposed to the proposed 35 feet. The proposed zoning changes will make it easier for a much greater variety of
development. The homes on this street are set very far back from the street toward the rear property lines, making any
proposed development very impactful to these property owners.

We also would prefer single family residential still be allowed as a potential use. We have plenty of vacant commercial
space in town. Single family homes however are in high demand as evidenced by the housing market and will provide
reliable tax income for the town.

Respectfully,

Jennifer & Jonathan Lange

Sent from my iPhone
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To: deorcoran@tolland.org,
Subject: Fwd: Failure Notice
Date: Mon, Oct 18, 2021 10:43 am

There is a failure notice whenever | try to send to the public hearing email.

~—---Qriginal Message--—-

From: MAILER-DAEMON@aol.com
To: bfalusi@aol.com

Sent; Mon, Oct 18, 2021 10:42 am
Subject: Failure Notice

Sorry, we were unable to deliver your message to the following address.

<publichearinglanduse@tolland.org>:
554: rejecting banned content

-—-—-— Forwarded message —-——--—-—
Thank you for your continued hard work.

MPOZ Considerations - Adult Day Care and Group Day Care - | believe this should be a SP. | do not believe this use fits with the
transition of our Historic Town District into the 84 corridor. Same with Laundromat.

| would like to see Cultural Center/Art Center and Museum be added as a P or SP. We already have both in the Tolland Arts Center on
the Green. Makes sense to me to allow more.

Commercial Rec Facility - | think small specialized rec facilities could be a benefit to this area. Yoga, personal trainers, come to mind as
something that could be acceptable in that area and add benefit to mixed uses.

Page 14 of your last packet - Minimum Building Size is 1k. | know this is small, but | think that smaller sizes should be allowed by SP. A
collection of small boutique shops in tourist areas come to mind. Artist studios/stores. Specialized shopping.

Page 38 A Siting

1. Comma after buildings

5. Comma after Street

6. | feel the Or should be an And

Page 41
6. Minimum rear yard set backs at 35 feet. - Does the provision of abutting a residential zone apply here.

Page 43
3 Comma after merchandise and sold.
Also, does this preclude kiosks, farm stands etc?

Other requirements section - should this also note residential zones. For example a dumpster behind a building but visable by a
backyard.

Page 45

C Affordable Housing

1. Why is Max permitted density. Was that supposed to be a heading?

2 B. Replace persons and families with persons or families. (Otherwise both would be permitted at same time?)

Page 46.
C Should section be labeled as S?
2a. The Person(s) instead of person

page 49
11A-2 SEction C - comma after parking demand

Page 50

Section F approved by simple majority or by a 4 vote of commissioners?
C "The applicant may to proceed" - this phrase doesn't make sense.
Page 52 Should references be made to lots abutting residential zones.

Page 67 where discussing lights should spot lights, laser lights and colored lights be mentioned.
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Cassandra Santoro
m

From: Mike Byam <mkbyam@gmait.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 9, 2021 10:26 AM
To: Public Hearing

Cc: Mike Byam

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Letter to PZC

To: Planning and Zoning Commission

From: Michael & Linda Byam
70 Woodfields Dr. Tolland, CT

| would like to recommend that wording be added to the new TVA regulations that include a 100 foot buffer zone
between the TVA (commercial} and RDD {residential.) The current TVA zoning regulations states in section 7.2.B.4, the
intent of the TVA zone and approval process is to provide buffers to adjacent residential development, but | could find
no wording in the existing TVA regulations for a defined buffer distance.

The new regulation does include enhanced setback definitions for buildings, but | strongly support the addition of a
defined buffer area.

I would reference wording in the pre-site development section 16.5.C.8 that limits excavation to 100 feet from RDD and
remain consistent to that distance.

Thank you
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Cassandra Santoro

From: Chuck Mayer <charliemayer@sprintmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 3:32 PM

To: Public Hearing

Subject: (EXTERNAL]Public Hearing on Oct. 18, 2021
Attachments: PZC Letter.doc

Members of the PZC:

Please read the attached memorandum into the record at the hearing on Monday.
Thank you.

Chuck Mayer
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MEMORANDUM

Date:  October 13, 2021
To: Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Charles B. Mayer
Subject: Public Hearing; October 18, 2021
Tolland Village District

As a Tolland resident for over 50 years, I vehemently oppose the proposal to create a Village Gateway
District on the North side of Interstate 84 at Exit 68. The same or a similar proposal was the subject of
several public hearings a few years ago and the proposal met with a great deal of citizen opposition, so
much that even after the Commission made some of the modifications requested by the developer at
that time, the developer finally backed out. What’s different now? There is certainly no need to add
more commercial store space since a short distance south on Route 195 already has at least 6 vacant
storefronts. There are 2 in Fieldstone Commons, the former Mattress Firm and a store front at the
opposite end of the row that Camille’s is tn. There are 2 more in the next plaza, the former Cardio
Express and a very small one that used to house a Chinese restaurant and take out store. And a little
further south is the empty, for more than a year, 7-Eleven and a gas station and convenience store at
the comner of Goose Lane, also empty and looking like a derelict disaster for more than a year.

With all of these empty storefronts within a quarter mile of the I-84 exit, why would we want to create
more opportunities for empty stores in Tolland? Bricks and mortar businesses are rapidly becoming
entities of the past, especially following the pandemic which accelerated people’s use of online buying
and helped Amazon become even more powerful than it had been before the pandemic. Even
‘Buckland Hills Mall, a premier shopping venue when it opened, has many empty stores, inchiding
Sears which was one of its anchor stores at one end of the mall.

Such a Village Zone will certainly create more traffic congestion which Tolland doesn’t need so close
to the Tolland Green Historic District. Pulling out of the NAPA lot, the Mobile station, the Gulf
station, Dunkin Donuts and Subway is difficult enough now at certain times of the day without
increasing the congestion any more.

Some people believe that such a development will be a tax boon for the town, but it won’t! Fieldstone
Commons and Big Y only comprise about 2% - 3% of the Grand List and the proposed development
isn’t supposed to be that big according to the newspaper article of last week. Whole Foods or some
other grocery store was mentioned in that article. We certainly don’t need another grocery store, since
when it opened, Big Y put Roland’s IGA, located where Cardio Express is now gone from, out of
business.

Tolland is not now and has never been a shopping Mecca. So why create more bricks and mortar
empty facades? I was opposed to the earlier proposal for a Village Zone at that location and I’m just as
opposed, and maybe more opposed to this proposal for the reasons stated above. Hopefully logic and
reason within the PZC will prevail and the proposed zone changes and other developer wishes will be
denied. Let him sue you if he’s so inclined.

Thanks for listening.
Charles B. Mayer

123 Old Stafford Rd.
Tolland, CT 06084
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> Montana Public Radio
Morning Edition

Inclusionary Zoning Ban Complicates State's
Affordable Housing Crisis

(PEOPLE/MEGAN-MYSCOFSKI) - MAY 5, 2021

°§barg{ ttp: sharer.

3A%2F3%62Ft %2Fyg6bahéa = onary%20Zoning%20Ban%20Complicates3620State%

5/10/21, 8:03 AM

https:ffwww.mtpr.org/postj/inclusionary-zoning-ban-complicates-states-affordable-housing-crisis
Page1o0f 8
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Listen
5:43

Inclusionary Zoning Ban Complicates State's Affordable Housing Crisis

A new law in Montana prohibits local governments from requiring builders to include
housing units for low- and moderate-income families in new projects. The restriction comes
as some communities were getting programs off the ground.

Michelle Nequette is a horseshoer in the Flathead Valley. She and her partner moved in
with his parents on their farm in Whitefish in January of 2020, only planning to stay as long
as it took to buy their first home together. They brought along their dogs, cats and even a
few horses. But they weren't planning on staying this long, with no clear end in sight.

“It's been a blessing to be able to come here,” Nequette says. “And at the same time, you
know, we're adults: We would really love our own living space.”’

Employment has never been a concern for the couple, even through the pandemic. Horses
still need to be shoed, and her partner works at FedEx, whose services have been in high
demand (https://www.wsj.com/articles/for-fedex-covid-19-pandemic-keeps-delivering-
profit-11616102719) as people chose to shop from home.

Nequette says housing options are limited and expensive. When they see something they
like, it goes quickly.

She says they have considered renting but have found very few rentals available. Plus, open
rentals rarely take pets — or charge high fees for them.

“| love it here because my work is absolutely taking off,” Nequette says. “| love my clients. |
have great horses to work on. It's gorgeous here. But gosh darn it, it would be really nice to
find a place to live.”

Housing scarcity has been an issue in Whitefish for years. In 2017, a task force of local
leaders and consultants drew up a report (https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/Fag.aspx?
QID=72#:~:text=The%20Legacy%20Homes%20Program%2C%20also,incomes%20who%20w

https:fiwww.mtpr.org/postfinclusionary-zoning-ban-complicates-states-affordable-housing-crisis 5/10/21, 8:03 AM
Page 2 of 8
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that recommended inclusionary zoning as one of several steps the city could take to

manage the problem.

Inclusionary zoning
(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/em/spring 13/highlight3.html) is a policy that
requires developers to set aside for low- to moderate-income residents a certain
percentage of the housing units they build inside certain zoned areas. Those units are
usually priced below market rate.

State Rep. Dave Fern, D-Whitefish, took part in the task force. He says the goal was to fold
the program in as part of a larger city effort to get more people into homes.

“It's really interfering with our ability to grow jobs in our state successfully because
housing is limited and the affordability issue is quite profound,’ Fern says.

But with Gov. Greg Gianforte's signature on HB 259
(http://laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/LAW0203W$BSRV.ActionQuery?
P_SESS=20211&P_BLTP_BILL_TYP_CD=HB&P_BILL_NO=259&P_BILL_DFT_NO=&P_CHPT_N
Whitefish must now roll back it’s inclusionary zoning policy before people like Nequette

can even use it. The law prohibits inclusionary zoning across Montana.

Whitefish and Bozeman were the only Montana towns running inclusionary zoning
programs, but other cities facing affordable housing trouble had considered it before the
policy was banned statewide.

Opponents of the inclusionary zoning programs say they drive up costs for builders.

Rep. Sue Vinton, a Republican from Yellowstone County and a member of the Home
Builders Association of Billings, sponsored the bill to ban the programs.

“Everyone in Montana is dealing with issues of how to make housing more affordable, but |
don't believe that inclusionary zoning effectively deals with that issue,” Vinton says.

She says inclusionary zoning puts a hefty burden on developers at a time when building
costs are up and skilled workers are hard to come by. She says the costs lifted from low-
and moderate-income buyers through inclusionary zoning are unfairly put onto other
homebuyers in the process.

https:fiwww.mtpr.org/postfinclusipnary-zoning-ban-complicates-states-affordable-hcusing-crisis 5/10/21, 8:03 AM
Page 3of 8
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"We have wide open spaces, right?” Vinton explains. “But that iand comes at a cost and
there are many people across the state that are in favor of inclusionary zoning but they
don't necessarily want it in their backyard, either”

Vinton says she supports finding other means of promoting affordable housing in the state.

Before the end of Montana’s 2021 legislative session, lawmakers passed a bill
{http://laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/LAW0203W$BSRV.ActionQuery?
P_SESS=20211&P_BLTP_BILL_TYP_CD=SB&P_BILL_NO=269&P_BILL_DFT_NO=&P_CHPT_N
that would increase opportunities for mobile home owners to buy mobile home parks.
Another bill allocated COVID-19 relief funds
(http://laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/LAW0203W$BSRV.ActionQuery?
P_SESS=20211&P_BLTP_BILL_TYP_CD=HB&P_BILL_NO=632&P_BILL_DFT_NO=&P_CHPT_N
that would help some residents make rent and mortgage payments.

Lawmakers rejected a bill that would have allocated $15 million from the state’s Coal Tax
Trust Fund (http:/laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/LAW0203W$BSRV.ActionQuery?
P_SESS=20211&P_BLTP_BILL_TYP_CD=HB&P_BILL_NO=21&P_BILL_DFT_NO=&P_CHPT_NC
to a program providing housing loans to low- and moderate-income families, as well as a bill
restricting single-family zoning
(http://laws.leg.mt.gov/legprd/LAW0203W$BSRV.ActionQuery?
P_SESS=20211&P_BLTP_BILL_TYP_CD=HB&P_BILL_NO=134&P_BILL_DFT_NO=&P_CHPT_N

Bryce Ward is the founder of ABMJ Consulting and an economist at the University of
Montana, he says the state faces an issue with affordable housing. But as policy makers
search for solutions, he says inclusionary zoning policies rarely lead to much new housing
(http://anpha.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Cities-produce-more-affordable-housing-
Cityscape.pdf).

Ward says there’s another option that would work better.
“The unpopular one, which is you've got to give people money to pay their rent,” he says.

Ward says raising the minimum wage and the earned income tax credit — or giving out
housing vouchers — would probably go further in helping people into homes. He says
Montana communities also need to build more housing by removing single-family zoning.
But that’s hard to do because people who already have homes don’t want to see the rules
change.

https:{fwww.mtpr.orgfpostfinclusionary-zoning-ban-complicates-states-affordable-housing-crisis 5{10f21, 8:03 AM
Page 4 of 8
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“It's not explicit, but this is what lies underneath it: | already own my house. Expensive

housing to me, that's great. It means I'm richer,” he explains.

For those who already own a home, affordable housing crises mean the value of their
homes will continue to climb. For those still looking, it puts buying a home or even finding a
rental further out of reach.

TAGS: MONTANA LEGISLATURE (/TERM/MONTANA-LEGISLATURE)
MICHELLE NEQUETTE (/TERM/MICHELLE-NEQUETTE}
WRIT [TERM/WHITEFISH-MONTANA) DAVE FERN (/TERM/DAVE-FERN}

TERM/BOZEMAN-MONTANA)}  SUE VINTON (/TERM/SUE-VINTON)

?

yu=https¥%3A%2FH2Ftinyurl.com%2Fygébahba&t=Inclusionary%20Zoning%20Ban%20Complicates%20State%27s%

https:ffwww.mtpr.org/postfinclusionary-zoning-ban-complicates-states-affordable-housing-crisis 5/10/21, 8:03 AM
Page 5 of 8
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TOLLAND — In a meeting that
extended to early Tuesday, the zon-
ing board decided to create a new
zone designation for affordable two-
family housing, and applied it to a
proposed 17-lot subdivision off Old
Stafford Road.

Before adopting the zoning regu-
lation, the board made several
changes, including changing the
name of the designation from “af-
fordable housing” to “one- and two-
family residence” zone — OTR for
short, board Chairwoman April Te-
veris said. She explained that the
term “affordable housing” has a
negative connotation for some.

“We did not want any stigma to be
attached to living in the zone,” she
said.

]

i molland™
Board creates zone, app

The regulation says at least 20
percent of the single-family houses,
two-family duplexes or apartments
in an OTR zone would have to be set
aside as affordable housing — sold
below market price to low- or very-
low-income buyers. :

The board also limited the numbe
of duplexes allowed to half the total
development, and it lowered the
minimum lot size for single-family
dwellings in the zone to three-quar-
ters of an acre. Duplexes will have to
be built on at least 1 acre.

The regulation was proposed by
developer Stephen D, Williams, who
owns the O1d Stafford Road subdivi-
sion. It clears the way for two-fam-
ily houses, which, until now, were not
allowed under zoning regulations,

The board approved Williams' re-
quest to apply the new designation to
his 28-acre Settlers Ridge subdivi-

sion on O1d Stafford Road. Of the 17
lots in the subdivision, Williams said
he was not sure how many would be
designated affordable, but each half
of the affordable duplexes would sell
to eligible buyers for about $133,000.

The board's decision followed pub-
lic hearings at which a few residents
expressed concern about how in-
creased population density in such
developments would affect their se-
mirural neighborhoods and town
services. The hearings had been con-
tinued from two previous meetings.

Francis Nyirjesy of Plains Road

argued that a majerity of residents

surveyed in 1990 said they opposed
low-cost housing in town.

Teveris replied that the town was
responding to a state push for afford-
able housing. The town has promised
to build between 65 and 88 units of
affordable housing in the next five

lies it to subdivision}

years.

A state law putting towns on :
defensive if they turn down afford<#
able housing developments encour§
ages developers to propose them and§
pressures towns to approve them:
she said. -

The board also approved a se
rate application for Settlers Rid
as a standard residential subdi
sion. However, if Williams wants {og
proceed with an affordable-housingigy
project, he now must apply for zon- i
ing approval for that plan. 1
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Revised plan slated
for nursing home

After two public hearings this
month, developers of a proposed
nursing home told the planning and
zoning commission they will make
some changes in their plans and
present a revised proposal ata hear-
ing April 20.

Mansfield Retirement Communi-

ty Inc,, affiliated with the nonprofit
group New Samaritan, has proposed
a 51,500-square-foot building for an
18-acre parcel off Silo Road, adja-
cent to the Juniper Hill senior hous-
ing project.

If constructed, the building would
be the first nursing and rehabilita-
tive care facility in town. The
project has support from local sen-
jors, churches and the University of
Connecticut.

The nursing home would be run by
a for-profit group, Mariner Health
Care, based in Mystic, which eper-

ates eight nursing homes in Con-
necticut and Massachusetts.

Mansfield
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New Text in Yellow

Section 3-11. Height Restrictions

A. Principal Structure

In all zones, the maximum principal building height shall be 35 feet or 40 feet to ridge, whichever is

more restrictive. The following exceptions apply:

1.

In the Tolland Business Park:

a. Maximum principal building height shall be 45 feet or 50 feet to ridge, whichever is

more restrictive.

b. The Commission may grant a Special Permit for an air supported building up to 80
feet in height after considering visibility and impact from properties not in the Tolland
Business Park including topography and elevation of the building site and vegetative

buffering.

The applicant may request and the Commission may grant a height up to 55 feet in the
Gateway Design District by four (4) votes depending on the building design, Site Plan and
topography of the site.

In the Tolland Village Area — Gateway District: the height provisions stated within the
district regulations shall apply (Article 14).

In the Master Plan Overlay Zone for the TCZ District: the height provisions stated within
the district regulations shall apply (Article 11-A).

B. Appurtenant, Roof Top, and Miscellaneous Structures

1.

Penthouses or roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, tanks, ventilating
fans or similar equipment required to operate and maintain a building and fire or parapet
walls, skylights, towers, domes, bulkheads, individual domestic radio and television
antennae, church steeples, spires, belfries, cupolas, stage lofts and screens may be erected

above the height limits herein prescribed provided that such roof structure:

a. Shall not be erected to exceed the height limits of the zone in which it is located by

more than 15 feet.

b. Shall not have a total area greater than 10% of the horizontal roof area of the

building or structure on which it is located.

¢. Shall not be used for any purpose other than a use incidental to the principal use of

the building or structure on which it is located.
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2. Flagpoles, chimneys, smokestacks, water tanks or similar structures may be erected above
the height limits herein prescribed.

C. Agricultural Structures

1. Structures used for the storage or protection of agricultural crops may not exceed 40 feet

in any zone.

2. The Commission may allow agricultural structures to exceed this height limit, in any zone,

by Special Permit.
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Article 7: Tolland Village Area — Gateway District (TVA-GD) - Repeal current Article 7 (Tolland

Village Area) and replace with the following

Section 7-1. Purpose

The Tolland Village Area Gateway District (TVA-GD) zone is a gateway to Tolland'’s historic town
center and green. The purpose of the TVA-GD is to create an attractive entrance to Tolland and the
Town Green while encouraging coordinated commercial retail, service, office, hospitality, multi-family,
and mixed-use residential development that incorporate high standards of design at the interchange
gateway entrances to the community. The goal is to promote walkable compact development—while
recognizing auto-oriented utility and character of the area—having scale and form consistent with
the natural landforms of the site, the character of the town, and is sensitive to the historic character

of the Town Green area.

Section 7-2. General Concepts/Design Guidelines

These standards and guidelines require a basic level of architectural variety, compatible scale, and
mitigation of negative impacts. They are not intended to limit creativity. The purpose of these
standards and guidelines is to augment existing criteria with more specific interpretations that apply
to the design of commercial developments. This district is intended to encourage smaller sites to

combine with other sites in order to provide larger-scale sites and developments.
A. Siting

1. Depending on the overall site design, and where otherwise practicable, buildings should
be sited toward the front of the lot and should maintain a pleasing spatial relationship

with other buildings and public and interior-access roadways.
2. Structures should be sited in small groups wherever feasible.

3. The use of additive massing (the bulk of the building is broken into smaller sections and

horizontally offset) to provide visual interest is desired.

4.  All effort should be made to preserve and enhance historic structures, unique landforms,

rock outcrops, stone walls, vegetation, views, etc. and incorporate them into site design.

5. Siting should not be detrimental to scenic vistas of the gateway from any public street
including 1-84. Items of special concern include the placement of dumpsters, loading

docks, roof-mounted mechanical units, and antennas.

6. The design of the storm water treatment system shall contain strategies associated with
low impact development to the maximum extent possible (MEP) as outlined in the Town

of Tolland Design Manual. This provision shall also apply to improvements or
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redevelopment of existing commercial sites. If stormwater detention/retention basins are
necessary, provisions shall be made for shared structures and shared maintenance to the

maximum extent feasible.
B. Access

1. Access management will be required on all sites, in order to reduce the number of
driveway cuts onto adjacent roads and mitigate the deterioration of traffic flow generally
caused by driveways on public roads. Access management techniques include shared
driveways (or provisions for future shared driveways for the first site in the area) or

interconnected driveways.
2. Use shared parking with abutting properties wherever feasible.

3. Provide safe, convenient pedestrian circulation, which also provides access to off-site

sidewalks, trails, parks and other public places.

4. Locate large parking areas at the side or rear of building where practical with landscaping

designed to create visual assets.
C. Site Amenities

1. Create pedestrian spaces such as plazas, “greens”, commons and terraces within the

development.

2. Add or create amenities such as benches, fountains, sculptures, art, bike racks, sitting

walls, planters, period-style lighting or banners.

3. Use creative landscaping design, with plantings of sufficient size and quantity to clearly

enhance the site.

D. Architectural Guidelines

The purpose of architectural design review is to provide insights regarding Tolland’s design
objectives, to encourage aesthetically pleasing commercial structures, to reduce massive scale and
uniform impersonal appearance, to provide visual interest and scale consistent with the Town’s
identity, size and character. All applications for Site Plan or Special Permit shall require design review

with consideration given to the following guidelines:
1. Facades.

a. No uninterrupted length of any facade shall exceed 100 feet and shall incorporate

wall plane projections or recesses.
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b. The ground floor facade facing a public street should incorporate display windows,

awnings or other such features to create visual interest.

¢.  Windows should be recessed and should include visually prominent sills, shutters or

other such forms of framing.

d. All building facades that are visible from a public street, including 1-84 and its ramps,
should be attractively designed with windows and other architectural elements so that

no visible elevations look like the back of a building.
2. Roofs.

a. Variations in roof lines should be used to add interest and complement the character

of the Town.

b. Rooftop equipment such as HVAC units shall be screened from public view with

parapets featuring three-dimensional cornice treatments.

3. Materials, colors and detail features.

o

Building facades and public-facing building sides should include a repeating pattern

including color, texture or change of materials.

b. Predominant exterior building materials should be high quality materials such as
brick, wood, sandstone and other native stone or tinted textured, concrete masonry

units.

c. Facade colors should be low reflectance, subtle, neutral or earth tone colors. The use

of high intensity colors, metallic colors, black or fluorescent colors is discouraged.

d. Predominant exterior building materials should not include smooth-faced concrete
block.

Section 7-3. Uses

A. Permitted Uses

The Table of Uses identifies those uses permitted by zoning district. All commercial, mixed-use,
residential uses, developments, and new construction, except for changes in use and minor changes
specified in Section 20-8 and 20-9, require approval by the Commission. Any use not expressly
permitted by these Regulations shall be prohibited unless the Commission, upon request by an
applicant, makes a finding of similar use to other uses permitted in the zone. The Commission retains

the right to determine if any use meets the intent of the regulations.
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B. Allowable Uses.
The uses allowed in the TVA-GD are provided in the Table of Uses in Article 14, Section 14.2.

C. Accessory Uses

Customary accessory uses shall be subject to the provisions of Article 17.

Section 7-4. Requirements

A. Dimensional Requirements
1. Minimum lot area: one (1) acre.

2. Minimum lot frontage on a public street or private street with legal access and
maintenance rights: 50 feet to 200 feet depending on existing or proposed development
pattern and ability to provide safe access. The frontage of two (2) or more lots, which
share a single joint entrance and a single joint exit to a public street, may be computed

as a single frontage.
3. Minimum front yard setback: 50 feet from existing public streets.

4.  Maximum lot coverage: 50%, including principal and accessory structures and impervious

surfaces. The Commission may, by four (4) concurring votes:

1. Permit lot coverage up to 65%. This increased coverage shall be permitted only in
special instances where special attention has been given to access management
through linkages to abutting properties, special provisions for non-motorized

transportation or site sensitivity.

2. Permit lot coverage up to 80%, not including the area of public access management
roadways. This increased coverage shall be permitted in unique circumstances where
a public roadway will be provided to link abutting properties to promote public safety

and meeting the lot coverage requirement limits lot development design.

5. Minimum side yard setback: 50 feet. The side yard for parking areas and driveways may
be reduced depending on the nature of the adjacent land-uses and the proposed
landscaping/screening plan, by a majority vote of the seated Commission members, per
Section 10-4.B. Required side yard setback may be eliminated if the parcels that share
that side property line share a single joint entrance and single joint exit to a public street

or share parking facilities and do not contain a residential use.

6. Minimum rear yard setback: 35 feet.
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7. Minimum separation between buildings on the same site: 20 feet, unless sharing a

common wall.

8.  Minimum distance from residential zones (RDD & VCZ). The principal buildings shall be
located at least 150 feet and uses shall be 75 feet, from the boundary of any residential
zone, unless modified by a majority vote of the seated members of the Commission due
to the nature of adjacent land uses and the proposed landscaping/screening plan. The

Commission shall require screening and landscaping of the setback area.
9. Minimum building floor area: 1,000 square feet.
10. Residential Density: 9-bedrooms per developable acres.
11. Maximum Height: 40 feet or 4 stories, whichever is more restrictive.

12. No individual retail business establishment may exceed 20,000 square feet. The
Commission may, by four (4) concurring votes, increase the maximum size up to 45,000
square feet, not including mezzanines that comprise no more than 10% of the total
square footage, if the applicant provides one (1) or more of the following criteria:

e additional buffering,

e linkages to abutting properties,
e minimum front-field parking,

e special site sensitivity, and

e a special architectural design.

B. Reductions in Dimensional Requirements
Reductions in dimensional requirements will be considered by the Commission only in special

instances when the development pattern will do at least one (1) of the following:
1. Provide pathway connections and promote walkability within the area.
2. Improve overall compatibility of the site to surrounding or connecting property.,

3. Give special attention to one or more of the following: landscaping, building orientation,

New England style architecture, linkages to abutting properties and other site amenities.
Such reductions require four concurring votes of members
C. Other Requirements

1. All business establishments shall conform to the environmental and performance
standards specified in Section 19-7 and to the requirements of all other applicable town

regulations.
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Except as otherwise permitted, all production, repair, treatment, storage and display of

goods shall be accessory to the principal use of the premises.

No outside storage of goods or merchandise and no goods or merchandise shall be sold

from a trailer or truck situated on a lot unless permitted by the Commission.

Loading docks and receiving areas shall be carefully located for accessibility and designed

as an integral part of the building and shall not detract from the building and site.

All dumpsters shall be placed on a concrete pad, and suitably screened with trees, shrubs,
fencing or other appropriate means (e.g., the building itself). Their placement with respect

to buildings shall be as approved by Public Safety personnel.

Areas for truck parking, recycling, trash collection and compaction shall not be visible

from abutting streets including 1-84 and the ramps.

The areas and facilities listed in 4, 5 and 6 above, if not totally enclosed, shall be at least

50 feet from any public road, public sidewalk or pedestrian way.

Loading docks, truck parking, utility meters, HYAC equipment, trash collection, trash
compaction and other service functions, shall be incorporated into the overall design of

the building and landscaping.

Section 7-5. Consolidated Parcels

For the purpose of integrated development, any number of contiguous parcels may be consolidated

and the consolidated parcel shall be construed to be one lot when computing building coverage and

yard requirements, and permitted uses, provided:

1.

The owner of each lot shall give to the owner of each lot in the consolidated parcel by deed,
easement, or agreement filed in the office of the Town Clerk, the right of entrance, exit,

passage, parking and loading.

The consolidated parcel is developed with an integrated plan of buildings, parking, loading

and unloading, landscaping and common areas, etc.

The Commission may require or limit use of access driveways to one or more parcels,
whether or not under separate ownership, in accordance with access management policies

and plans.
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Section 8-2 Uses - Repeal current Section 8-2 regarding uses in the NCZ Zones and replace with

the following

The allowable uses for these zoning districts are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,

Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.
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Section 9-2 Uses - Repeal current Section 9-2 regarding uses in the CCZ Zone and replace with

the following

The allowable uses for this zoning district are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,
Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.

Section 9-4. Multi-Family Development

C. Affordable Housing

The purpose is to promote the development of affordable housing to meet local housing needs and

to increase the diversity of housing within the town in accordance with Section 8-2g. of the General

Statutes.

1.

Maximum permitted density. The maximum permitted density (number of bedrooms) of
multi-family affordable developments may be increased by up to 40% subject to approval

by the Commission.

To receive the additional density, residential developments shall be in conformance with

the following conditions:

a. For each dwelling unit constructed in excess of the number permitted by applicable
density limits, the developer shall construct one (1) unit of affordable housing within

the proposed development.

b. The affordable units shall be reserved for sale or rental to persons and families of low
and moderate income, as defined in Section 8-39a of the General Statutes for a

period of a least 30 years.

¢. In conjunction with an application for approval of Site Plan and Special Permit, the

applicant shall submit an affordability plan.

Certification. The developer or his or her successors shall certify to the town on an
annual basis that the units developed as affordable housing are being leased or have
been sold to eligible persons or families, at prices or rents consistent with the regulations

of the General Statutes.

This section (9-4.C) shall become void on July 1, 2022 and shall be replaced by Section
16-17. The remaining sections of 9-4 shall be renumbered to account for the removal of

item C.
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Section 10-3 Uses - Repeal current Section 10-3 regarding uses in the GDD Zone and replace

with the following

The allowable uses for this zoning district are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,
Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.

Section 10-4. Requirements
C. Other Requirements

s. In order to promote the development of affordable housing to meet local housing
needs and to increase the diversity of housing within the town in accordance with Section
8-2g of the General Statutes, the Commission may authorize an increase in density of up
to 40% when a developer proposes to construct a minimum of 10% workforce housing in

accordance with the following provisions:

1) The workforce housing units shall be subject to a deed restriction or other
mechanism acceptable to the Commission containing covenants or restrictions which
shall require that, for at least 40 years after the initial occupation of the proposed
development, such dwelling units shall be sold or rented at, or below, prices which

will preserve the units as affordable to the workforce.

2) An Affordability Plan, prepared in accordance with General Statutes 8-30g and
RCSA (Regulations of CT State Agencies) 8-30g-7 of the State regulations, rules and
guidelines shall be submitted. The Plan shall provide all of the necessary information
and documentation to ensure the construction and continued operation of workforce

housing, including the following:

a) The person or organization responsible for administering the plan, including
administration of the application procedures and screening criteria to determine

the income eligibility of applicants, and reporting and enforcement mechanisms.

b) Affirmative fair marketing procedures governing the sale or rental of the
workforce housing units in accordance with General Statutes 8-30ee and

regulations promulgated thereunder.

¢) Proposed sale or rental prices of the workforce housing units and the basis for

determination.

d) Identification and timetable for the completion and even distribution of the

workforce housing units among the market-rate units in the development.

e) Other information as may be required by the Commission.



Section 7.1 Page 60

3) Workforce housing units shall meet the following standards:

a) Units shall be sited in no less desirable locations than the other units located

on the same site.

b) The exterior appearance of the units shall be comparable with the other units

on the same site.

c) The materials used and the quality of construction for the units, including
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems, shall be comparable to those of

the other units in the development.

d) Basic features of a housing unit, including but not limited to flooring, plumbing
fixtures, and appliances, shall be provided in the workforce housing units, but
amenities or optional upgrades, such as designer or high end appliances and

fixtures, need not be provided for workforce housing units.

4) This subsection (10-4.C.s) shall become void on July 1, 2022 and shall be replaced
by Section 16-17. The remaining sections of 10-4 shall be renumbered to account for

the removal of item s.
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Section 11-2 Uses - Repeal current Section 11-2 regarding uses in the TCZ Zone and replace with

the following

The allowable uses for this zoning district are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,

Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.
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Article 11A - Master Plan Overlay Zone (MPOZ) Adopt New
Section 11A-1 Purpose and Intent

The intent and purpose of the Master Plan Overlay Zone (MPOZ) is to create a flexible zoning
mechanism designed to enable the land area within the designated areas or zoning districts to be
developed in a responsible and efficient manner consistent with the Plan of Conservation and
Development. The MPOZ requires the submission and approval of a conceptual master plan as part
of the zone change application. The MPOZ can be utilized for any property or properties located
within the Technology Campus Zone (TCZ). The MPOZ is proposed to create comprehensively
designed site developments, including industrial, commercial, multi-family residential, and mixed-use
developments. When the MPOZ is applied to a parcel or parcels of land, the underlying zoning
designation remain intact and existing properties are not required to utilize the MPOZ designation

and related provisions and requirements, unless specifically stated.
Section 11A-2 General Requirements

The following are general requirements for proposed MPOZ master plan development applications.

A. It is the intent of these regulations that standards pertaining to the MPOZ shall be those
specifically set forth in these MPOZ regulations and those which are approved as part of the
Master Development Plan (MDP) and Site Plan hereunder. Accordingly, the provisions of these
Tolland Zoning Regulations, including, without limitation, those set forth in the underlying zone
shall continue to govern any MPOZ adopted by the Commission unless otherwise addressed by a
specific standard contained in these MPOZ regulations or a standard approved by the
Commission as a part of an approved MDP or Site Plan. If any provision of MDP or Site Plan for a
MPQOZ as approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission conflicts with other provisions of
these Tolland Zoning Regulations, the provisions of the approved Master Development Plan

and/or Site Plan shall govern.

B. The MDP as approved shall set forth the permitted uses of the specific MPOZ approved by the
Commission and in approving the MDP, the Commission is authorized to regulate and
promulgate standards to which an approved MDP shall be subject. The approved uses in the
MDP shall be consistent with Section 11-A.5.D Permitted Uses.

C. All buildings, structures and site improvements in a MPOZ shall conform to all applicable
dimensional standards proposed in the Master Development Plan, Site Plan, Parking Demand and
Management Study, and should seek to achieve high quality site and architectural design

standards.

D. All site improvements, unless otherwise modified by the Commission as part of the MDP

approval, shall comply with the requirements of Article 19 (Basic Standards).

E. All development in MPOZ(s) shall be served by public water and sanitary sewer facilities.
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F. All new utilities shall be installed underground, unless demonstrated as not feasible by the
applicant, and so may be waived by the Commission due to physical constraints or other special
circumstances. Utilities that are not customarily installed underground, such as transformer boxes

and other facilities, are not required to be installed underground.

Section 11A-3 Submission Requirements

The Master Development Plan for a parcel or combination of parcels within the proposed MPOZ shall
include the submission requirements as set forth herein and once approved, shall require the
submission and approval of a Site Plan (Section 20.9). Each parcel or combination of parcels included
in the Master Development Plan shall be conceptually presented and later developed in accordance
with an approved Site Plan. The proposed Site Plan for any parcel or combination of parcels shall be
in the level of detail necessary to demonstrate compliance with the Master Development Plan for the

area submitted by the Applicant.
The following are procedural requirements for development applications within the MPOZ(s):

A. Pre-Application Conference: Applicants are required to initiate a pre-application conference with
the Commission to discuss the conceptual aspects of the proposed development and to prepare
and present a conceptual plan. All pre-application conferences are intended to be informal and
consist of non-binding discussions that establish a dialogue about the proposed development
aimed at creating high quality design and investment that meet the needs of community and

applicant.

B. Application for Master Development Plan (GDP). For any development proposing to establish an
MPQZ, the applicant shall submit a Zone Change application in accordance with Section 20.7 of
the Zoning Regulations. The application for Zone Change shall include a Master Development
Plan in accordance with the requirements set forth in Section 11-A-4 below. The MDP, when
approved, will supersede any provision of the underlying zones and regulations where the MDP
describes or delineates their subject matter. If the MDP does not delineate or describe the subject

matter of the regulations for the MPOZ, the provisions of the underlying Zone shall apply.

C. Site Plan Approval If the application establishing the MPOZ and Master Development Plan are
approved, the applicant may to proceed to the submission of a Site Plan application in
accordance with Section 20.9. The Site Plan shall provide, in greater detail, the specific
development and uses approved in the MDP. After the approval of the MPOZ and MDP, no
permits shall be issued for uses permitted therein until the Commission has approved a Site Plan

for the uses and development approved in the MDP.

D. Special Permit Uses: A Master Development Plan (MDP) can be approved for general use
categories (i.e. commercial, residential, mixed-use, etc.) without any specific uses based on
permitted uses and permit type. However, if specific uses are known, they should be included in

the MDP. Any special permit use or uses requested as part of the Zone Change and MDP
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application shall not require a special permit application and approval in accordance with Section
20.8. Once an MPOZ and MDP are approved, any subsequent use requiring a Special Permit in
the underlying Zone or the MPOZ zone, shall require a Special Permit application in accordance
with Section 20.8 of these Regulations.

Section 11A-4 Master Development Plan

The purpose of the Master Development Plan submission is to determine whether the proposed uses,

architectural massing, and site design conform to the intent and requirements of the MPOZ and to

the Plan of Conservation and Development. The Master Development Plan, once adopted, shall

establish the use or uses and the dimensional requirements of MODZ.

The MDP shall consist of one or more maps (conceptual plans) at a scale of not less than 1" = 100,

prepared by the applicable State certified design professional, and supportive documents, and shall

show or indicate:

A.

Existing structures, existing topography at ten-foot contours, existing roads and paths, major
topographic features, slopes of greater than 10% grade, the location points of scenic interest, and

wooded and open areas.

The location of adjoining properties, the names of the owners of such properties as these appear
on the latest records in the office of the Assessor, and the existing structures and land uses

within 500 feet of the boundaries of the proposed development.

Present and proposed land uses within the boundaries of the entire proposed MPOZ
zone/development, whether residential, commercial, industrial, mixed-use, open space, or other,
and the acreage assigned to each. Proposed square footage of building or floor area for all
proposed uses shall be shown and described in sufficient detail to clearly indicate the nature and
scale of the proposed uses. The proposed square footage as shown shall establish the maximum
building sizes and the areas within which it will be permissible to construct such buildings. As
part of the site plan application, minor modifications of not more than 10% increases or
decreases in building sizes and areas may be approved by the Commission. Major modification,
as determined by the Commission, shall require a Zone Change application in accordance with
Section 20.7 of the Zoning Regulations to modify the MDP.

Architectural renderings of the proposed development and buildings. Renderings should include
three dimensional images that provide context to massing and form.

The location of proposed public and private road, proposed vehicular and pedestrian circulation
patterns, including location and dimension of private and public streets, and proposals for linkage
of roads within the zone to the Town and State Highway system, accompanied by a traffic impact

and access analysis study.

Dimensional requirements of the underlying zones shall be shown on the MDP and a zoning
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table including existing and proposed dimensional requirements shall be provided. This
comparison shall include all parking, loading, buffer, and signage requirements. The intent of this
zoning table is to show the differences between existing and proposed requirements and to
establishment the proposed requirements as the approved dimensional requirements for the
approved MDP and MPOZ.

G. Whether property within the entire zone is to be developed in phases, and if it is to be so
developed the anticipated location and acreage of such phases, and a proposed timetable for
development.

H. The intended means of providing utility services to the development, including domestic water
supply and fire protection, stormwater drainage management (including area for detention, if

applicable), sanitary sewage disposal, and solid waste disposal.

[.  All site design shall be consistent with Article 19 (Basic Standards). This does not mean that such
designs shall be done to the scale, detail, or completeness of the requirements for Site Plan
(Section 20-9).

J. The location of any “flood zone" as defined and regulated in these Regulations.

K. A statement regarding anticipated municipal fiscal impacts to the Town of the proposed land

uses and development.

L. Such other relevant information as the applicant may wish to submit or may be requested by the

Commission.

Section 11A-5 Site Design Requirements

A. Site Design: The general requirements of Article 19 (Basic Standards) shall govern the conceptual

design of the Master Development Plan and the specific design of the Site Plan (Section 20-9).

B. Dimensional Requirements: The following standard shall apply to MPOZ:

Requirements MPOZ (TCZ)

Minimum lot area: 1 acre

Minimum lot frontage: 125 feet

Minimum front yard setback: 30 feet

Maximum lot coverage: 70%

Minimum side yard setback: 25 feet

Minimum rear yard setback: 25 feet

Minimum Building Separation: Flexible
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Minimum Distance to Flexible

Residential:

Minimum building floor area: Flexible

Retail Maximum: Flexible

Maximum building height: 38 feet, modified up to 58
feet

C. Building Height Adjustments: Buildings shall conform to the height requirements of the
underlying zone unless the applicant makes a specific request to the Planning and Zoning
Commission for flexibility in the height requirements. The granting of such a change to the height
requirement is part of the legislative authority of a zone change application and is at the sole
discretion of the Planning and Zoning Commission, where unique features of the site and location
(such as topographical considerations) permit a change in height requirement and negative
impacts on surrounding properties can be mitigate. The Commission limits their own authority to
permit an increase in the building height to a maximum of 58 feet. In those instances where an
increase in building height is requested, the applicant shall demonstrate a corresponding
reduction in lot coverage. A majority vote of the seated members of the Commission is required

to grant such a request.

D. Permitted Uses: The Master Plan Overlay Zone allows for more flexibility in uses than is
permissible in the underlying zone. These uses are intended to be in harmony with the natural
features of the land, economic conditions, and the needs of the community, both present and
future. Any uses permitted in the underlying zone, as a permitted use, a special permitted use, or
otherwise as specified herein, shall be permitted to continue, and shall not be considered non-
conforming regarding the MPOZ requirements. All new development proposals in MPOZ shall

comply with the uses permitted below.

Single-family detached residential uses are not permitted in the MPOZ unless they are part of a
mixed-use development and account for no more the 10% of total residential units. Mixed-use
developments are encouraged and favored for proposed MPOZ development but are not
required. Proposed uses within the MPOZ shall be located with consideration for compatibility
and reasonable transition between such uses and other uses existing in areas adjacent to or in

the immediate vicinity of the proposed MPOZ.

Any use not expressly permitted by these Regulations shall be prohibited unless the Commission,
upon request by an applicant, and as part of its legislative authority decides that the use is like
(similar) a use expressly permitted in underlying zone or the MPOZ. Customary and incidental

accessory uses are permitted.
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The allowable uses in the MPOZ-TCZ district are shown in the Use Tables in Article 14, Section
14.2.

E. Circulation: No interior street or drive shall be less than 20 feet in width. The Commission may,
where in its judgment traffic circumstances merit, require primary streets to be designed and
constructed in conformance with the Town of Tolland road specifications. Sidewalks are

encouraged and may be required if the Commission deems them necessary.

F.  Utilities and Public Improvements: Public water and sewage shall be provided, except that
alternate sewage disposal systems may be considered and permitted by the Commission upon

favorable recommendation of the Health District.

Public improvements, such as traffic improvements, drainage improvements, water and sewer
improvements, utility installation and similar improvements shall be designed in accordance with
the provisions of Article 19 (Basic Standards). Such improvements may be phased in as distinct
phases of an approved Master Development Plan are implemented. Each Site Plan submitted
pursuant to an approved Master Development Plan shall state specifically what, if any, portion of
the public improvements are to be constructed in connection with such Site Plan and shall
contain such information necessary to confirm that the improvements to be constructed will be

adequate to support the development set forth in the site plan.
G. Subdivision into Lots:

1. A MPOZ may be subdivided or re-subdivided into lots by an applicant in accordance with the

requirements of the Tolland subdivision regulations.

2. Nothing in the subdivision regulations or process shall restrict or prevent the lot from being

developed in accordance with the intent of MPOZ.

Section 11A-6 Action on Master Development Plan

The Commission shall approve, modify and approve, or deny applications for the MPOZ and the
MDP. No permits shall be issued, nor shall any construction activity of any kind commence, for any
work depicted on an approved MDP until such time as a Site Plan or other required permits have
been approved.

The Commission may approve, approve with minor changes or modifications, or deny any Site Plan

required as part of an approved MDP within the MPOZ. In considering any site plan approval within
the MPOZ, the Commission shall make a finding that the MDP, Site Plan, and Parking Demand and

Management Study are consistent with the intent of the MPOZ Regulations and are adequate to

ensure safe and appropriate implementation of permitted uses.

The Commission may impose conditions on the MDP, as deemed necessary, to achieve the purpose

and intent of the MPOZ and to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of the community.

Section 11A-7 Site Plan Approval Required
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In addition to the MDP approval, no building shall be constructed or altered, and no land shall be

used prior to approval of a Site Plan which shall be consistent with the conceptual design of the

approved MDP. The Site Plan application shall comply with Section 20-9 of these regulations and,

without duplication, the following:

A.

K.

Architectural renderings and perspectives of all proposed structures and their interaction

with existing on and off-site structures;

Proposed use categories of all proposed buildings. When multiple uses are proposed,

percentages of floor area for each use shall be shown;
Concept building plans, including schematic floor plans and exterior elevations;

Traffic impact report of the area as it may be affected by the proposed development,
including present and anticipated traffic counts, flow patterns, and capacity analysis of
present and proposed interchanges, intersections and entrances serving the development
shall be analyzed by a professional traffic engineer licensed to practice in the State of

Connecticut;

Identification of vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns, including location and

dimension of private and public streets and common drives;

Location of proposed on and off-street parking areas with dimensions, including location,

size and number of parking spaces, access routes, and walkways;
Proposed pedestrian walks, malls, and other paths, public and private;

Priority schedule of construction of the building’s landscaping, infrastructure, and other
elements of the plan;

A proposed utility service concept plan including electric, telephone, sanitary sewage
disposal system, storm drainage, potable water supply, and water supplies for fire
protection.

Landscaping (including the number, sizes, and species of proposed trees and/or shrubs,
lawn and other groundcover, and other landscape features and natural terrain not to be
disturbed). Existing tree growth shall be shown on the plan and preserved to the

maximum extent possible.

All other requirements for Site Plans in accordance with Section 20-9.

Section 11A-8 Parking Demand and Management Study

A statement, prepared by a licensed or certified professional with expertise in parking and parking

demand, shall be provided to determine and demonstrate the need for required parking. The

methods, standards, and approach shall be reasonable consistent with the following documents that

are to be considered as part of the site plan approval process:
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A. Parking Demand and Management Study developed in accordance with the standards set forth in
the following documents: (a) the Urban Land Institute, Shared Parking; 2" Edition, as amended;
(b) the Urban Land Institute, the Dimensions of Parking, 4" Edition, as amended; or (c) Institute of
Transportation Engineers, Parking Generation Manual, 4™ Edition, as amended, (or) other standard

reference agreed to and approved by the Town Engineer.

B. Such a study and proposed parking, if specifically requested and approved by the Commission,
may establish the required parking for the MDP and Site Plan at levels above or below those

required in Section 19-1 (Parking).

C. On-street parking may account for up to 15% of required parking on local street contained within

the development.

D. Parking structures, preferable below grade, are permitted, provided they are included in Parking

Demand and Management Study.

Section 11A-9 General Review Criteria

A, Site Appropriateness: In considering the appropriateness of development within the MPOZ, the

Commission shall consider the following:

1. The proposed use, density, and intensity of development and that the designs are reasonably
compatible with the character of the area, adjacent properties, and purpose and intent of the
MPOZ regulation.

2. That all development exhibits a high standard of quality in construction detail materials,
design, and appearance. That development reflects accepted professional standards of

architecture and site design.

3. That quality site planning is an essential criterion of the MPOZ. Sites developed in the
MPOZ(s) are intended to be carefully planned, both within the site’s own boundaries and in

relation to surrounding properties.

4. That all development be sensitive to environmentally regulated areas within the MPOZ. That
effort be made to retain and integrate significant natural features into the development

proposal wherever possible.

5. The Commission may impose conditions on the Site Plan, as deemed necessary, to achieve
the purpose and intent of the MPOZ and to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of

the community.

B. Site Appearance: Development proposals for the MPOZ will be reviewed for appearance and

compatibility with surrounding areas. The following are general guidelines:

1. Development is encouraged (when appropriate) to conform to the principles of traditional

neighborhood design (higher density, mixed use, and pedestrian friendly).

2. Relationships to land uses in abutting zones and adjacent developments within the zone
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(compatibility) are important considerations that will be critically reviewed by the Commission.
Concerns in this regard will include buffers (e.g. vegetative, topographic, and architectural),
building scale/massing/configuration/ height, light spill, emissions, noise, use

intensity/frequency, and signage.

3. Building height, size, and scale shall be considered as part of the overall design and should
be designed in such a way that is compatible with the site and general area, even if the

buildings are taller than those of the surrounding properties.

C. Recording the Master Development Plan: The applicant shall, within sixty (60) days of approval of
MDP, record notice thereof in the Tolland land records under the name of the record owner of
land affected thereby giving a legal description of the land, and giving specific reference to the
approved plan(s) and map(s); and, further, the applicant shall comply with all other applicable
requirements of the Tolland Zoning Regulations and Connecticut General Statures regarding the
filing of approved applications. The Commission may grant an extension up to sixty (60) days for
the filing.

D. Changes to the Master Development Plan: Changes or modifications to an approved MDP may be
subject to the approval of the Commission. Material changes to any plan shall require a Special
Permit in accordance with Section 20-8 of the Tolland Zoning Regulations. A material change
shall be (a) a 15% or more change in land use types or (b) a 10% or more increase in floor area,
or (c) a 10% increase in parking. Non-material changes shall include changes in the location of
buildings, parking areas, landscaped areas, or open space areas provided the area, height and
bulk criteria of the regulations and the approved plan are not exceeded. Non-material changes
may be permitted by the Commission or staff as an administrative matter provided the general

intent and scope of the MDP has not been changed.
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Section 12-2 Uses - Repeal current Section 12-2 regarding uses in the CIZ-A and CIZ-B Zones

and replace with the following

The allowable uses for these zoning districts are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,

Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.
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Section 13-2 Uses - Repeal current Section 13-2 regarding uses in the TBP Zone and replace with

the following

The allowable uses for this zoning district are designated in Article 14, Commercial and Industrial Uses,

Section 14-2. Table of Allowable Uses.
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Repeal current Article 14 (Aquifer Protection Zone) and replace with Article 14 (Commercial and Industrial Uses)

Article 14 - Commercial and Industrial Uses

Section 14-1 Allowable Uses

The table in Section 14-2 identifies those uses permitted within each of the commercial and industrial zoning district. All commercial

and industrial uses, developments, and new construction, except as explicitly stated otherwise, require site plan approval by the

Commission. Any use not expressly permitted by these Regulations shall be prohibited unless the Commission, upon request by an
applicant, makes a determination of similar use (that the use is similar to uses permitted in the zone). In addition, the Commission
retains the right to determine if any use meets the intent of the regulations.

Section 14-2 Table of Uses

| P= Permitted—SitePlan | SP= Special Permit | ---= Prohibited |
Retail, Personal, & Professional Service Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | Clz-B | TBP
Retail & Service Establishment P P P SP P P P
Retail & Service Establishments — Over 20,000 sf. SP P P SP P SP P P P
Financial Institution P P P P P SP P P P
Drive-Thru Service — Pharmacy & Financial Institutions P P P P P P P P
Child & Adult Day-Care Centers, or Group Day-Care Homes. P P P P P SP SP
Veterinary Hospital (without outdoor animals) SP P P P P P P P P
Veterinary Hospital, Commercial Kennels & Stables (5-acre min.) P SP
Laundromat (public sewer required) P P P P P P P P P
Self-Storage Facility P P P Sp P P
Roadside stand, regional. P P P P P P P
Funeral Home SP SP SP SP SP
Adult-Oriented Establishment SP
Hospitality Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B TBP
Restaurant (without liquor sales) P P P P P SP P P P
Restaurant (with liquor sales) P SP SP SP P P P P [3)
Drive-Thru Service — Fast Food & Fast-Casual SP SP P SP
Restaurant — Brewpub P P P SP SP
Micro-Brewery, Micro-Distillery, or Micro-Winery SP --- - SP SP P 2]
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Brewery, Distillery, or Winery SP P
Hotel (internal access guest rooms) SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Bed & Breakfast Establishment P P P P SP P P
Retail Food Service Establishment P P P P P P P P
Catering Facilities SP P P P Sp P P p
Banquet Facilities SP SP SP SP SP P
Commercial/Shared Kitchen P P P SP P P P P
Commercial Office Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Office (Professional & General) P P P P P P P P P P
Office (Medical) SP SP SP SP SP SP P P P SP
Commercial Laboratory & R&D Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Medical, Dental, & Optical Laboratory P P P ) P
Laboratory (Research, Experimental, & Development) --- - P P P ) P
Technology or Computer-Based Facilities (Data Processing Center) - ) P P P )
Manufacturing (Biotechnology, Medical, & Pharmaceutical) SP SP SP SP SP
Educational, Scientific, & Research Activity --- - P P P P P
Training and/or Conference Center SP SP SP SP SP SP P SP SP SP
Licensed Medical Marijuana — Dispensary SP SP SP
Licensed Medical Marijuana Production Facility SP SP SP SP SP
Residential & Mixed-Use Developments TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Single-Family Residential SP
Mixed Use — Residential SP P SP SP SP P
Multi-Family Residential SP SP SP SP SP SP
Institutional, Public, & Recreational Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Cultural Institution, Art or Music Center, & Museum P P P P P P P
Public & General Assembly SP Sp Sp Sp SP
Places of Worship & Religious Institution P P P P P P P P P SP
Utilities — Public/Private: Structures, Substation, or Office SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
School — Private --- --- P SP P SP SP
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Hospital, Nursing or Convalescent Facility P
Assisted Living Facility SP SP
Club SP P P
Commercial Recreation Facilities --- SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Automotive Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Motor Vehicle Sales (licensed by State) SP SP SP SP
Trailer & Recreational Vehicles Sales SP SP SP SP
Motor Vehicle Repair (licensed by State) SP SP P SP SP
Gasoline Station & Convenience Store SP SP SP SP SP
Car Wash SP SP SP
Parking Facilities (public/private parking serving off-premises) SP
Agriculture & Natural Resources TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B | TBP
Agriculture, Nurseries, Forestry, Forest Management P P P P P P P P P P
Excavation and/or Removal of Earth Products; Filling Operations SP SP SP
Excavation — Pre-Development Site Grading SP SP SP SP SP SP SP
Solar Array — Ground Mounted as a principal use SP SP SP
Industrial & Manufacturing Uses TVA-GD | NCZ-G | NCZ-T | CCZ | GDD | TCZ | MPOZ | CIZ-A | CIZ-B TBP
Manufacturing P ) P
Wholesaling, Warehousing, or Storage Sp Sp P
Distribution Center SP Sp Sp
Transportation Facility P )
Printing, Lithography, Photocopy/Graphic Arts Services; Publishing. --- --- SP SP P
Heavy Equipment — Repair or Restoration Sp
Building Supply — Contractors SP Sp Sp
Building Supply — Public Wholesale SP Sp Sp
Contractor's Materials, Supplies, Equipment, Service, & Storage. SP SP SP
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Section 16-16. Motor Vehicle Sales & Repair (Adopt)

Motor Vehicle Sales and Motor Vehicle Repair establishments are not permitted in the TVA-GD zone
and such uses cannot be applied for in the TVA-GD zone. However, for the purpose of the TVA-GD
zone, an existing Motor Vehicle Sales or Repair use or structure in existence as of July 1, 2011, when
the original TVA zone became effective, shall be considered conforming uses and structures after the
effective date of this Section. Changes in use or modifications to existing structures shall be subject
to Section 3-8 of these regulations. Site Plan and or Special Permit shall be required under the

following conditions:

1. Expansions equal to or less than 10% of the gross floor area in existence as of July 1, 2011
shall require a Site Plan.

2. Expansions that result in a gross floor area that is 10% greater than the gross floor area in
existence as of July 1, 2011 shall require a Special Permit.

3. Major site or building exterior renovations to the extent that more than 10% of the site will
be modified or where more than 10% of the building exterior will be structurally altered may
require the submittal of a Special Permit application, pursuant to staff determination of
impacts that the Commission should consider. Such 10% alterations to the building exterior
shall not include item of maintenance, such as the replacement of a roof, windows, or other

maintenance required in the upkeep of a building.

Section 16-17. Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing (Adopt)

To forward the recommendations of the Plan of Conservation and Development, to promote the
development of affordable housing to meet local and regional housing needs as required by
Connecticut General Statutes (CGS) Section 8-2 and Section 8-23, and to promote and increase
housing choice, housing diversity, and economic diversity in Tolland, this section requires the

inclusion of affordable housing units in all residential developments.

In accordance with CGS, Section 8-2i (Inclusionary Zoning), all residential development of five units or
more that require site plan, special permit, or subdivision approval shall include a minimum of 5% of
the proposed units as Qualified Affordable Housing. Said Qualified Affordable Housing shall be sold
or rented to households with incomes at or below 80% median household income as determined and
defined in CGS Section 8-30g and RCSA (Regulations of CT State Agencies) 8-30g-8.

Any application including affordable housing shall be accompanied by a Housing Affordability Plan,
prepared in accordance with CGS 8-30g and RCSA 8-30g-7. The Plan shall provide all the necessary
information and documentation to ensure the construction and continued operation of the Qualified

Affordable Housing units.
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In accordance with CGS, Section 8-2i (Inclusionary Zoning), the applicant can satisfy the inclusionary

affordability requirements by:
1. Providing 5% of the total proposed units as Qualified Affordable Housing units.

2. Paying a fee-in-lieu of affordable housing equal to $50,000 per each required unit of
Qualified Affordable Housing that will not be constructed. Said fee shall be deposited in the
Town of Tolland Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

3. Providing more than 10% of the total proposed units as Qualified Affordable Housing to
receive a density bonus equal to one additional market-rate unit for each unit of Qualified

Affordable Housing provided.

If a minimum of 10% Qualified Affordable Housing units are to be constructed, the applicant may
request to purchase a density bonus up to an additional 10% of the total proposed units, by paying a
fee-in-lieu equal to $50,000 per unit for each additional market rate unit. The Commission reserves
the right not to accept a fee-in-lieu of affordable housing or not to grant a density bonus and
require that the 5% Qualified Affordable Housing units, as required by this Section, be constructed.
The amount (percent) of affordable units shall be evenly distributed throughout the development and
evenly distributed across phases. Affordable units shall be proportionate to each phase, and the fee-
in-lieu shall be paid before the Certificates of Occupancy are issued more than 50% of the units in
the phase or the affordable units shall receive a Certificate of Occupancy before such Certificates are

issued for more than 50% of the units in the phase.

In the interest of Fair Housing and the need to promote and encourage affordable housing, the
Commission may modify specific requirements of the Zoning Regulations, as part of an application
for site plan, special permit, or subdivision, that would otherwise prevent the density bonus from
being realized. In doing so, the applicant must make specific request for the necessary modification

and list said modifications on the approved plans of the density bonus is accepted.
This inclusionary zoning provision shall become effective on July 1, 2022.

Section 16-18. Outdoor Dining (Adopt)

Outdoor dining areas that are accessory to restaurants can create a vibrant, unique, and enjoyable

environment that is an asset to the restaurant and Town. Diversity in the design of the furniture and
outdoor dining areas is encouraged, therefore, provided they complement the overall establishment
and site. While the operation of outdoor dining areas should contribute to the vibrancy of the area,
they must not be allowed to create a nuisance, either by loud music, unruly customers, or disorderly

premises. Where outdoor dining areas will further these goals without unduly impacting upon
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adjoining businesses or residential properties and neighborhoods, they may be permitted as an

accessory use on the premises of an existing or proposed restaurant, subject to the following

requirements:

1. Space definition/location.

Outdoor dining areas shall be identified by a barrier, such as fencing or planters to
define their boundaries. Barriers that preserve the open appearance of outdoor dining
areas should be used whenever possible. The use of permanent structural walls or any
vertical screening device of more than four feet in height to define the boundaries of
outdoor dining areas is discouraged but may be approved where necessary to
attenuate noise reaching residential neighborhoods or in other unique circumstances.
When an outdoor dining area is located on property adjoining a residential district, it
shall be subject to a minimum setback of 50 feet or the equivalent setback of the
zoning district setback, whichever is greater. When adjacent to a residential district,
screening, fencing, or landscape buffering is required to mitigate potential impacts on
residential properties.

Where outdoor dining areas abut the public street, no permanent structure shall be
erected between the building that houses the restaurant and the abutting street
except a retractable awning located at least seven feet above the ground. In all other
locations, permanent structures may be used to provide shade or shelter from
inclement weather. In such cases, structures that preserve an open appearance should
be used to the extent possible.

Fire hydrants and fire hose couplings and/or connections on buildings shall not be
obstructed. Underground utility facilities such as cabinets or vaults shall be identified
on all plans, and arrangements shall be made to ensure continued access to utility
providers for maintenance of any such facilities.

If alcoholic beverages are to be served at the outdoor dining area, the enclosure of
the outdoor dining area must also meet the requirements (if any) of any agency
having jurisdiction over the service of such beverages.

When an outdoor dining area is located adjacent to a public pedestrian walkway, it

shall be maintained flush with said walkway.

2. Operations.

Outdoor seating capacity cannot exceed 40% of the indoor seating capacity.

Outdoor dining areas shall be ADA accessible.
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Any door used to deliver food from the restaurant to an accessory outdoor dining
area shall be self-closing.

Cooking and food preparation shall not be permitted outside.

Any applicant seeking approval of an outdoor dining area shall demonstrate to the
Planning and Zoning Commission—with written assurance from the Health District, if
need be—that:

o The kitchen facilities in the restaurant are adequate to service the entire
restaurant, including the outdoor dining area.

o Any outdoor service areas, including storage areas for both clean and dirty
plates and utensils, condiments, drinking water and similar supplies, are
appropriately protected.

o Refuse receptacles appropriate to the use shall be provided for patrons
and/or wait staff.

If an applicant seeking approval of an outdoor dining area proposes to provide any
source of heat for the benefit of patrons, it shall so state in its application and shall
provide the staff with a plan, approved by the Fire Marshal, for the placement and
operation of said heaters as well as for the storage of fuel for the heaters.

Public address systems or other systems intended to convey verbal messages using
amplified sound shall be prohibited. If an applicant seeking approval of an outdoor
dining area proposes to provide any form of music for the benefit of patrons, it shall
so state in its application and shall provide the Planning and Zoning Commission with
specific details regarding the way music is to be provided. The Commission may
impose any restrictions upon the playing of music which it deems to be appropriate
given the location of the proposed outdoor dining area or any other circumstances
that the Commission deems to be relevant.

Restaurant management shall ensure that the patrons of the outdoor dining area do
not disturb persons beyond the premises of the restaurant through loud, boisterous
or unreasonable noise, offensive words or disruptive behavior.

Patrons must be seated at tables.

Bar service, whether patrons are standing or seated at stools, is not permitted.

The service of alcoholic beverages must be adjunct to the service of food.

Outdoor dining activities are prohibited between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 7:00

a.m.
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e Animals shall not be permitted within outdoor dining areas, except for service
animals.

e Lighting shall be limited to that level which is necessary to illuminate the outdoor
dining area for patrons and staff. Flashing/blinking lights are prohibited.

3. Maintenance.

e When the outdoor dining area is in operation, it shall be kept clear of litter, food
scraps or soiled dishes and utensils at all times. The entire floor/sidewalk surface in
and around the outdoor dining area shall be swept as necessary, but not less
frequently than daily, and cleaned to remove greases, oils and stains by steam
cleaning or a similar process on a monthly basis. Spilled materials shall be cleaned
promptly. Sweeping debris or spilled materials into the gutters of public or private
streets shall be prohibited. This requirement shall also apply to any areas beyond the
outdoor dining area which are traversed by restaurant staff and/or patrons.

e Trash receptacles shall be emptied whenever full and shall be emptied at the end of
each business day.

e Umbrellas may be used to shade tables, provided that the drip edge thereof is
located at least seven feet above the ground.

e Tables, chairs and umbrellas shall be of durable commercial-grade materials,
sufficiently weighted to avoid displacement by wind.

e Where outdoor dining areas abut the public street, all furniture, fencing, shrubbery
and other fixtures associated with outdoor dining areas shall be removed and stored
indoors during months when the outdoor dining area is not in use. No permanent
structures shall be permitted to remain between the building that houses the
restaurant and the abutting street except retractable awnings located at least seven
feet above the ground. In all other locations, a storage plan for all furniture, fencing,
shrubbery and other fixtures associated with the outdoor dining area shall be

submitted for review and approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission.
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Section 16-19: Administrative Approval for Temporary Accommodation (Adopt)

A. Notwithstanding any other provision of these regulations which may prohibit such
modification and Pursuant to the Fair Housing Act, the Town Planner may issue a

permit for modifications to be made to a dwelling subject to the following standards:

1. Evidence has been provided which demonstrates that the proposed modification

is necessary.

2. The modification is demonstrated to be of a configuration and size so as to
minimize any deviations from the standards set forth within these Regulations and

is no more intrusive than necessary.

3. The proposed modification does not obstruct sight lines, encroach into a Town or

State Right of Way or create any other hazard.

4. Any modification requested to be within 5ft of a property line or Right of Way

shall require the issuance of a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals.

5. Any modification shall be temporary and shall be removed when circumstances

which created the need for the proposed modification no longer exist.
6. All other necessary permits shall be obtained.

B. At a minimum, the Town Planner shall refer each accommodation request to the
Building Official, Director of Human Services or Accessibility Coordinator and, Zoning
Enforcement Officer for review. Following review of the request, a recommendation
shall be provided to the Town Planner. If the above information required by
subsection A has not been provided or the applicability of the Fair Housing Act has
not been satisfactorily established, a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals shall

be obtained before the commencement of any work.
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Section 17-6. Accessory Dwelling Unit Repeal current Section 17-6 and replace with the

following

An accessory dwelling unit is allowed in a single-family dwelling unit or on a single-family residential

lot in any zone pursuant to these regulations. Unless specified otherwise, an accessory dwelling unit is

allowed with a zoning permit.

A. General Requirements

The following requirements apply to all accessory dwelling units:

1.

10.

11.

At least one (1) of the occupants of either dwelling unit shall be the owner of record of

said dwellings or heir.

The accessory dwelling unit shall be self-contained, with cooking, sanitary and sleeping

facilities for the exclusive use of the occupant(s).

The accessory dwelling unit shall include no more than one (1) bedroom. Bedroom shall

be defined by the building or health code, whichever definition is more restrictive.
Adequate off-street parking shall be provided.

A new driveway curb cut to serve the principal unit or an accessory dwelling unit shall not
be permitted.

No more than one (1) accessory dwelling unit is allowed per parcel.

An accessory dwelling unit shall meet all applicable health, building and safety

requirements.

An accessory dwelling unit shall not be located in a mobile home, recreational vehicle,
travel trailer, structure that previously operated as or was intended to be a motor vehicle,

or structure on wheels.
Accessory dwelling units shall not be rented for durations of less than 90 days.

For an accessory apartment located entirely in a basement, there shall be no maximum

size limit.

The maximum net floor area of the accessory dwelling unit for all units not located in a

basement shall not exceed whichever is lesser:
a. 1000 square feet, or

b. 40% of the floor area of the total principal structure including attached garages and

utility rooms but excluding seasonal unheated rooms.
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13.

Section 7.1 Page 83

Unless located in a detached garage, the accessory dwelling unit shall meet the required

front, side, and rear yard setbacks for the principal structure.

If the accessory dwelling unit will be located in a detached garage, the structure shall

comply with applicable setback requirements for a detached garage.
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Section 20-8. Special Permit Repeal current Section 20-8 and replace with the following

The Special Permit uses as set forth in these Regulations are deemed to be permitted uses in their

respective districts when granted by the Commission, subject to compliance with the requirements

and standards set forth in this Section in addition to all other requirements of these Regulations. All

such uses are hereby declared to possess such special characteristics that each shall be considered as

an individual case.

A. Submittal Requirements: Special Permit

The following items shall be submitted when applying for a Special Permit.

1.
2.
3.

A completed Special Permit application form.
Application fee.

Site Plan pursuant to Section 20-9. The applicant may choose to submit the Site Plan
application concurrently with, or subsequent to, the Special Permit application. By a
majority vote of members present, the Commission may waive this requirement when a
Special Permit use does not entail exterior changes to the building, additional parking,
and other such changes to the site.

Special Permit plan contents as required in Sections 20-8 and 20-10.

The application submission shall address all off-site and on-site impacts, requirements,
improvements and considerations, including but not limited to building location, traffic,
storm drainage, sanitary sewerage, water supply, parking and circulation, landscaping and
environmental and aesthetic considerations. Sufficient information to address these major
impacts shall be provided by the applicant, but such information may be shown in
preliminary form except as hereafter noted. Detailed plans for facilities, structures and
improvements shall not be required at this time.

Traffic Study:

a. The construction of more than 50 dwelling units, 100 parking spaces or 40,000 square
feet of gross floor area or any proposal which, in the Commission’s judgment, would
generate high levels of traffic shall be accompanied by a traffic study prepared by a
licensed traffic engineer.

b. At a minimum, the traffic study shall include data and information on existing and
projected average daily vehicle trips on nearby roads, peak-hour traffic, adequacy of
rights-of-way and travel ways, existing roadway capacity, traffic accidents, the traffic
impact of the proposed development, traffic generation data, the location of existing
roads within 1,000 feet of the development site, traffic lights and intersections and

recommendations for safe pedestrian and vehicular circulation, including provisions
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for safe sidewalks and crosswalks for pedestrians. Where applicable, the applicant

shall include the written recommendations of the Connecticut Department of

Transportation.
Additional information. At any time during its consideration of an application for a Special
Permit, the Commission may require the submission by the applicant of such additional
information as the Commission deems necessary to determine compliance of the
proposed use with these Regulations, including but not limited to information regarding
soils, storm drainage, sanitary sewerage, water supply, streets or traffic circulation. All
additional information requested by the Commission shall be submitted a minimum of 10
days prior to a public hearing, so that the Commission, staff, public and any consultants
contracted by the Commission have adequate time to review the information before the
expiration of the time limits set forth in the General Statutes. The Commission may
choose not to accept any modifications to an application after it has been received,

except those modifications specifically requested by the Commission.

B. Standards for Approval

1.

Except as otherwise provided herein, a use allowed by Special Permit shall conform to all
requirements of the zoning district in which it is proposed to be located and the
standards contained herein.

The Commission shall consider the health, safety and welfare of the public in general and

the immediate neighborhood in particular and the following factors:

a. The location and size of the proposed use; the nature and intensity of the operations
associated with the proposed use; the size, shape and character of the site in relation
to the proposed use; and the relationship of the proposed use and site to the
adjacent and local land uses and sites.

b. The location, type, size and height of buildings and other structures associated with
the proposed use in relation to one another and in relation to nearby development.

c. The impact of the proposed use on traffic safety and circulation on nearby streets and
the ability of such streets to adequately accommodate the traffic to be generated by
the proposed use.

d. The existing and future physical character of the area in which the use is proposed to
be located and the compatibility of the proposed use with the area.

e. The impact of the proposed use on the natural characteristics of the site and the

surrounding environment.
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f.  The adequacy of and impact on water supply, sewer or septic facilities, drainage and
other public facilities to accommodate the proposed use.

g. Where the proposed use involves the conversion of a structure designed and built
originally for other uses, the adaptability of the structure to the proposed use,
particularly in relation to the public health and safety.

h. The proposed use shall preserve important open space, views or vistas and other
significant features of the natural environment.

3. Where it is projected that the additional traffic resulting from the proposal will reduce the
Level of Service to C or below, the Commission shall not approve the project unless and
until provision has been made for the improvement of said condition.

C. Conditions and Safeguards

In granting a Special Permit, the Commission may attach conditions and safeguards to protect the
public health, safety and general welfare and to ensure continued compliance with these Regulations.

Such conditions and safeguards may include, but shall not be limited to:
1. A maximum number of employees.
2. Hours of operation.
3. Improvements to existing public facilities to accommodate the use allowed by the Special
Permit.
4. Conservation restrictions necessary to protect and permanently preserve unique natural
site features.
5. Soil erosion and sediment control measures in accordance with the provisions of Article 4.
6. A financial guarantee in accordance with the provisions of Section 20-9.F.
D. Limit of Special Permit
A Special Permit shall authorize only the particular use or uses specified in the Commission's
approval.
E. Effective Date
No Special Permit shall become effective until it has been filed in the town's land records in
accordance with the provisions of the General Statutes.
F. Duration and Expiration of Special Permit
1. Unless otherwise established by the Commission, a Special Permit, along with any
conditions and safeguards attached thereto, shall remain with the property as long as the
use allowed by the Special Permit remains in operation. Such conditions and safeguards

shall continue in force regardless of any change in ownership of the property.
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2. A Special Permit shall expire if the required Site Plan associated therewith is not
submitted and accepted within 12 months following approval of the Special Permit. An
extension of not more than six (6) months may be granted by the Commission upon

written request by the applicant prior to the expiration date.

3. If a building permit is not obtained for a special permit which was issued by the
Commission prior to the enactment of these Regulations within two (2) years from the
date of adoption of these Regulations and/or substantial construction has not begun on a
building or structure or no use has been established on a lot for which building, structure
or use within two (2) years from the date of issuance of said building permit, such special

permit for said building, structure or use shall become null and void.
G. Noncompliance with Special Permit

Failure to strictly comply with the documents, plans, terms, conditions and safeguards approved as a
part of the Special Permit shall be a violation of these Regulations. The ZEO shall notify the applicant,
in writing, of the specifics of the noncompliance and shall provide a reasonable time period for
compliance therewith. Unless there is full compliance within such time period, the Commission may,

following a duly advertised public hearing, rescind and revoke such Special Permit.
H. Amendments or Modifications

Amendments to an approved Special Permit which are determined by the Town Planner shall be in

accordance with the provisions of Section 14-2 (Table of Uses).
Section 20-9. Site Plan Repeal current Section 20-8 and replace with the following

A.  When Required

1. A Site plan shall be submitted as required throughout in these Regulations.

2. A Site Plan shall accompany the application for a Special Permit, unless staff or the
Commission determine a Site Plan is not necessary for the proposed use or determine the

Site Plan can be submitted separately after the Special Permit approval is granted.

B. Site Plan Application Requirements
1. The following shall be submitted as part of a Site Plan application:

a. A completed Site Plan application form.

b. Application fee.

c. Seven (7) full-size (24" x 36") paper copies for Site Plan and eight (8) paper copies for
Special Permit. The application shall also provide a pdf of a Site Plan containing the
information required Section 20-10. Staff may determine and require more or less

than the total number of plans required above depending the circumstance of specific
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applications. In addition, staff may determine and require that reduced-size (11" x 17"

or 12" x 18") copies of plans be provided.

Preparer. The Site Plan shall be prepared, signed and sealed by the appropriate

design professional licensed by the State of Connecticut.

Architectural elevations. The Commission may require the applicant to submit
preliminary architectural drawings that show exterior wall elevations, roof lines and

facade materials of proposed buildings and structures.

Off-site information. This shall include off-site information that is applicable to the
application. For example, open space and recreation areas, the location of buildings,
parking areas and curb cuts on adjoining properties, including those across the street;
traffic lights and controls, public trees, catch basins, manholes, hydrants, utility poles

and utility lines located in adjacent streets; and zoning district boundary lines.

Impact analysis. If the Commission believes the proposed application, for reasons not
foreseen in the creation of these regulations, may pose a threat to public health,
safety, and welfare, the Commission may require the applicant to submit an impact
analysis of water supply, stormwater drainage, sanitary sewerage, traffic, and site
conditions.

Additional information. During its consideration of an application for Site Plan
approval, the Commission may require the submission by the applicant of such
additional information as the Commission deems necessary to determine compliance

of the Site Plan with these Regulations.

C. Sites of Archaeological Significance

For all proposed development located within a high sensitivity area, as shown on the Town's official

archaeological map available in the Planning Office, the State Archaeologist will be contacted to

determine if there is evidence of sites of archaeological significance on the subject property. Any

significant sites shall, where possible, be left undisturbed and recommendations by the State

Archaeologist shall be complied with.

D. Phasing

In cases where the development of the property is proposed to be undertaken in phases, the

Commission may grant Site Plan approval limited to each phase of development. Each phase shall be

capable of independent existence without the completion of succeeding phases.

Site Plan Approval

Pursuant to Section 8-7d of the General Statutes, a decision shall be rendered not later

than 65 days after the official day of receipt. The petitioner or applicant may consent to

one or more extensions provided the total extension of all such periods shall not exceed
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65 days. Additional extensions may apply if an application has also been submitted to the

Inland Wetlands Commission, pursuant to General Statutes.

2. A Site Plan may be approved with modifications by the Commission or denied only if it
fails to comply with the standards set forth in these Regulations. A decision to deny or

modify a Site Plan shall set forth the reasons for such denial or modification.

3. To ensure that structures and the uses of land are arranged in a manner that enhances
the public health, safety and general welfare, as a condition of approval the Commission
may require such modifications of the proposed plans as it deems necessary to comply
with the spirit as well as the letter of these Regulations.

4. Site plans shall be in conformity with Section 1.1 of these Regulations.

F. Guarantee Requirements
Unless otherwise prohibited by the General Statutes, the following provisions shall apply.
As a condition of Site Plan approval, the Commission or applicant may request that surety be posted
with the Town to guarantee satisfactory completion of all proposed site improvements shown on the
approved Site Plan if the applicant is requesting a Certificate of Occupancy prior to completion of all
site work.
1. Such surety may be posted at any time before all modifications of the Site Plan are
complete, except that the Commission may require surety for erosion control prior to the

commencement of any modifications.
2. No certificate of occupancy shall be issued before a required surety is posted.

3. An itemized estimate of the cost of the site improvements shall be prepared by the
applicant’'s engineer, including a separate inflation factor, which shall not be greater than
10% of the estimate, for the estimated construction period, and shall be submitted to the

Town Engineer for approval.

4. The surety shall be posted with the town for an initial period of 18 months unless an
extension of time shall be requested by the applicant and granted by the Commission, or
until such time as the improvements are accepted by the Commission.

5. Reduction of surety. Upon the completion of at least 25%, 50% and/or 75% of the cost of
the site improvements subject to the surety, the applicant may request in writing a
reduction of the surety. Within 65 days of the date of such request, the site shall be
inspected by the Town Planner, the Town Engineer or other appropriate town official to
determine if the portion of the required site improvements for which the reduction is
being requested has been satisfactorily completed in accordance with the approved Site

Plan. Based upon these findings, the Commission may authorize the reduction of such
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surety or deliver to the applicant a written explanation as to the additional modifications

that must be completed before the surety, or portion thereof, may be released.
Release of surety. Before the release of a surety, the Commission:
a. Shall require the applicant to submit as-built drawings.

b. Shall not accept the landscaping portion of the improvements until such time as the
vegetative cover and plantings have survived one complete winter and summer
season or 12 months, whichever comes first. In such case, the Commission shall
retain a portion of the surety to cover the mortality and/or poor performance of the

required landscaping.
Form and type of surety.
a. Bein a form and surety type satisfactory to the Commission.

b. The Commission shall accept surety bonds, cash bonds, passbook or statement
savings accounts and other surety including, but not limited to, letters of credit,
provided such bond or surety is in a form acceptable to the Commission and the
financial institution or other entity issuing any letter of credit is acceptable to the
Commission. In the case where a bank or insurance company is involved with the
surety, the bank and/or insurance company shall be authorized to conduct business in

the State of Connecticut.

G. Post Approval Requirements

1.

A certificate of zoning compliance shall be issued by the Town Planner after all the site

improvements have been completed in accordance with the approved Site Plan.

If the site improvements cannot be completed because of weather or if an alteration does
not require the vacating of the premises or if a portion of a building or development is
ready for occupancy before the completion of the entire building or development or for
other pertinent reasons, a conditional certificate of zoning compliance may be issued by
the Town Planner for a period not to exceed 180 days. Failure to complete the
improvement within the time permitted, will result in a violation of the conditional
certificate of zoning compliance and a violation of these Regulations. Appropriate
enforcement action will be taken to ensure compliance.

Certificate of occupancy. A certificate of occupancy shall not be issued by the Building
Official until the Town Planner or ZEO has determined that the site improvements have
been completed in accordance with the approved Site Plan and has issued a certificate of
zoning compliance. A conditional certificate of zoning compliance may be issued in

accordance with subsection 2 above.



Section 7.1 Page 91

4.  As-built drawings required:

a. No certificate of zoning compliance or certificate of occupancy shall be issued until
as-built drawings have been submitted to the Town Planner and are determined to
be in substantial compliance with the approved Site Plan. If a conditional certificate of
zoning compliance is issued in accordance with Section 20-9.F subsections (2) and (3),
the as-built drawings shall indicate those improvements to be competed and revised
final as-built drawing shall be submitted upon their completion.

b. The as-built drawings shall:

1) Be prepared at the same scale as the Site Plan by an engineer and/or surveyor, as
appropriate, registered and licensed in Connecticut.

2) Show the actual installation of all site improvements, the exact location of buildings
and other required items at a level of detail at or exceeding that of the approved
Site Plan.

3) Include a certification by the engineer and/or surveyor as to substantial compliance
with the approved Site Plan.

4) List or show all deviations from the approved Site Plan.

¢. The Town Planner shall submit all as-built drawings which substantially deviate from
the approved Site Plan to the Commission for its determination of acceptance or
need for plan amendment.

H. Amendments

All site improvements shall be carried out in strict compliance with the Site Plan approved by the
Commission. Minor amendments to the approved Site Plan may be approved only in writing by the
Town Planner and/or Town Engineer upon the written request of the applicant. All other amendments
or modifications to the Site Plan shall require the approval of the Commission.

. Expiration of Site Plan

All site improvements in connection with an approved Site Plan shall be completed within the time
period specified in the General Statutes. Failure to complete all site improvements within such period
shall result in automatic expiration of the approval of such Site Plan.

J. Continuance

All conditions and improvements shown on the approved Site Plan shall continue in force as long as
the use indicated on the approved Site Plan shall be in operation, regardless of any change in

ownership of the property.
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Qyé‘rf%\ TOWN OF TOLLAND
2 . PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION ezc 4
. APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN OR SPECIAL PERMIT APPROVAL

What are you applying for? {check one):

I:I Site Plan (new) D Special Permit (new)*
Site Plan Modification Special Permit Modification™®

*Most specigl permit applications require submittal of a site
plan, with no additional fee for site plan required.

Property Information

Property Address: Belvedere Dr., Woc_;dside_ Dr.,Ogden Ct ..Alva CT., Marlen Way

Property Owner: Tomlen, LLC i L .
Zone: RDD Map/Block/Lot: 20 / K / 9

Applicant Information

Applicant Name: ~ Tomlen, LLC -
Mailing Address: PO Box 1023, Rocky Hill, CT 06067

Phone Number: B60-670-1642 Email Address: kimartin080815@gmail.com

Applicable Section of the Zoning Regulations which pertains to the proposed activity:

Describe proposed buildings, site work, and use:

Somerset Woods is an existing multi-family project off 0ld Post Road
that is approved for (22) three-bedroom units and (44) two bedroom

units.

We request a modification to site plan / special permit to allow
all units te be three-bedroom units.

Rev: May 2021
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|
Please submit the following with this form:
1. Required fee.
2. 7 paper copies and a pdf of the full plans, including all items required on the plans pursuant to Zoning
Regulations.
3. The check list contained in Section 20-10 of the Zoning Regulations with an explanation of any submittal
requirements for which the applicant seeks a waiver.

All of the above statements and the statements contained in any documents and plans submitted herewith are
true to the best of my knowledge:

Applicant Signature: j; Date: 10 /8 [ |
71 '

Property Owner Signature™®: Date:
*Or submit signed letter authorizing applicant to submit application on property owner’s behalf,

OFFICE USE ONLY

PRZ # lﬂ

Town Fee:
_ ®300 .00 NEQ@RBRTVER
State DEEP Fee: tﬂ‘ (00 . 00 2
Engineering Rev Fee: OCT 1 9 2021
Form of Payment: C,V\.Q.( Ve B i
Date Submitted: \.0\\‘1\207—\
Date of Receipt:

Legal Notice Dates:

Date of Decision:

Legal Notice of Decision:

Extensions: (if any)

Description:

Rev: May 2021
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Tomlen LLC

805 Third Avenue, 10" Floor Telephone (212) 888-2000
New York, NY 10022 Fax (212) 888-2007

October 15, 2021

Town of Tolland Connecticut

21 Tolland Green

Tolland, CT 06084

Re: Ken Martin — Authorization

Dear Madam/Sir,

This letter authorizes Ken Martin, an employee of Tomlen, LLC, to act on our behalf and to sign

submittals to the Town of Tolland.

Sincerely,
Tomlen, LLC

\__._DS@

Lenard Thylan
Managing Member
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
TOLLAND, CONNECTICUT
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES OF OCTOBER 18, 2021

MEMBERS PRESENT: Andy Powell, Chair
Bruce Mayer, Vice Chair
Deb Goetz, Secretary
Joe Matteis (attended remotely)
Jon Crickmore (attended remotely)
Erin Stavens, alternate (attended remotely)
Ryan McCann, alternate (attended remotely)

OTHERS PRESENT: David Corcoran, Director of Planning & Development
Brenda Falusi,, Town Council Liaison (attended remotely)
Donald Poland, PhD, AICP, Goman & York (attended remotely)
Public (attended both in-person and remotely)

1. Call to Order: Andy Powell, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. in Council Chambers.

2. Pledqge of Allegiance: Recited

3. Seating of Alternates: None

4. Additions to Agenda: None

5. Public Comment: None

6. Public Hearing

6.1 PZC #21-13, Zoning Regulation Amendments — Request to repeal Article 7 “Tolland Village
Area” and the TVA Zone and replace with a new Article 7 “Tolland Village Area Gateway
District” and the TVA-GD Zone, adopt Article 11A “Master Plan Overlay Zone” (MPOZ), which
will create new zoning district (floating zone) within the TCZ, repeal existing Article 14, “Aquifer
Protection Area” and Amend Sections 8-2, 9-2, 10-3, 11-2, 12-2 and 13-2 and adopt a new Article
14 to identify “Commercial and Industrial Uses” in the TVA-GD, NCZ-G, NCZ-T, CCZ, GDD,
TCZ, MPOZ, CIZ-A, ClIZ-B, and TBP Zones, amend Section 3-11 “Height Restrictions,” Section
9-4.C “Affordable Housing,” Section 10-4.C.9.s pertaining to Affordable Housing in the GDD,
Section 17-6 “Accessory Dwelling Units,” and adopt Sections 16-16 “Motor Vehicle Sales and
Repair,” 16-17 “Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing,” 16-18 “Outdoor Dining,” and 16-19
“Administrative Approval for Temporary Accommodation, and amend Sections 20-8 “Special
Permits” and Section 20-9 “Site Plan.” Continued from October 4, 2021.

Ms. Goetz reread the legal notice. Mr. Powell said the discussion would begin with a follow-up on
a couple of points brought up in the first discussion. Dr. Poland had been asked to provide some
research on whether commercial development abutting or near to residential development
increases or decreases residential property values.
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Dr. Poland reviewed his October 7 memo which draws from academic research and industry
studies on commercial and multi-family developments as it impacts single family residential
property values. He said the research on multifamily development was fairly conclusive that there
are no negative impacts on single family residential even when affordable housing is involved.
With commercial development, the most intensive uses such as airports and landfills have been
found to have negative impacts, but beyond that most studies find either neutral or positive
impacts. He noted one study found a decrease in values during the construction phase and for a
time afterwards of about two years but after that the amenity value of goods and services adds
value to proximate residential properties.

In the context of the TVA-GD, Dr. Poland said some properties could fall into that last category
description. He said it is unique about site and location but with the Woodfields development, they
are truly behind and away with no direct access to the commercial area. Ms. Goetz noted that
Woodfields is on one side of the TVA-GD and Cider Mill is on the other, something to keep in
mind when considering detrimental effects.

Mr. Crickmore said it is important that people here understand that the Commission is not deciding
if the adjacent property to Woodfields is commercial or residential as that was determined long
ago. The Commission is addressing allowable uses.

Chris Cook of 60 Woodfields Drive asked Dr. Poland if his comments assumed Woodfields would
remain a cul-de-sac. Dr. Poland said he was just referring to Woodfields as it is presently and
discussing it in terms of its proximity to development. Mr. Cook also asked that he define
amenities. Dr. Poland said they are retail goods and services. He gave Dunkin Donuts as an
example. Mr. Cook asked if he considered the Electric Blue establishment an amenity. Dr. Poland
said it is. Dr. Poland said he would prefer questions going forward be directed to the chair as he
does not appreciate being cross-examined. He noted also that another amenity—an auto salvage
business is also in close proximity to the Woodfields cul-de-sac.

Amy Raccagni of 21 Woodfields Drive said Bill’s Auto Salvage is a good neighbor but
development on another property that they are discussing would be an eyesore. She listed some
types of businesses that she did not think would be detrimental to their property values and other
types that would. She said they are not talking apples to apples.

Fred Valante of 203 Anthony Road noted on the last page of Dr. Poland’s memo that the articles
he referred to are 15 to 20 years old. He said he was not sure how valid the research would be
today.

Jodie Coleman-Marzialo of 79 Tolland Green asked what types of businesses were included in the
research that Dr. Poland referred to. She said the property owner on the adjacent property they are
discussing has been taking down trees to build and so now people there can hear the highway
more. She expressed concern for noise and air pollution when the trees are all cut down.

Mr. Powell said the studies look at intensities of use such as large box retail stores, apartments,
landfills, and airports. Dr. Poland said the studies look at various classes of development as might
be expected in any community. He referred to an MIT study across six residential communities of
various sizes that had a lot of affordable housing in the mix. He noted it has often been cited for
the lack of negative impacts.

Mr. Matteis said there appears to be a lot of discussion here about things that are not relevant. The
Commission is not changing the zone from residential to commercial and that if anything, their
proposals are even more restrictive than what exists now. He said the property in question is
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already commercial property as it is in a commercial zone. Their proposal includes increasing
setbacks and putting greater height restrictions on buildings.

David English of 28 Woodfields Drive said he feels their comments are relevant. He said his
property and others near him are getting a lot of water because the trees that are being cut down on
the neighboring property are now not there to drink up all the water. He said this summer his
tractor was sinking in the mud, and he blamed it on the trees on the adjacent property that were cut
down. Mr. English’s comments led to some back and forth between him and Mr. Matteis. Mr.
Powell said they need to provide their commentary one at a time and not let the discussion devolve
into a shouting match.

Mr. English said he was not able to grow anything in his vegetable garden this year because of the
excess water. He said his neighbor had to help him dig a drainage ditch to stop the water from
flooding his basement. He said if Mr. Matteis is pushing for these changes, there must be
something in it for someone. Mr. Matteis said he did not like being accused of “getting something
out of it.” Mr. English countered with comments about Agenda 21 and 23 and said he felt these
proposals are an agenda to change the dynamics of small town America. He asked Mr. Matteis
how he proposed to address these water issues.

Mr. Matteis said the regulation changes they are proposing don’t change the type of zone. He
noted the trees on the neighboring property have already been cut down even though the changes
have not been approved, and you can’t prohibit someone from cutting down trees on their own
property. He also noted the tremendous rain the region has experienced this past year and that
everyone has been impacted by it. Mr. Matteis said what Tolland has for undeveloped commercial
land in town makes up about 1 percent of the town and the Commission is not adding any more
commercial space to that. All they are proposing are new uses. If, however, the property owner
does want to build something on his property, water runoff will be addressed by the town engineer.

Mr. Powell said he was also offended. He said the Commissioners are not in this to make money
for themselves. He said he had no idea what Agenda 21 and 23 are, but there is no cabal to
redesign Tolland. He made clear he did not like Mr. English’s insinuations.

Ms. Goetz suggested Mr. Corcoran explain a little about the water issues Tolland has experienced
this past summer. Mr. Corcoran clarified that his office was inundated all summer by calls from
residents experiencing water issues. He said if the owner of the property adjacent to Woodfields
decides to build on his property, he will need to go through the Inland Wetlands Commission,
provide stormwater calculations and meet requirements around impervious surfaces.

Mike Byam of 70 Woodfields Drive said what he found important in one of the studies Dr. Poland
referred to is that there is a risk of properties experiencing less value during the construction
period and a couple of years after that. He estimated this might amount to a five-year period in
total. He said they feel it is important to maintain a 150 foot setback with some kind of buffer
zone in that setback area. He said there were similar types of things done in those neighborhoods
Dr. Poland cited to protect them.

Mr. Mayer noted Dr. Poland’s memo mentioned the value of buffering to protect adjacent
properties.

Linda Berkowitz of 2 Cider Mill Road asked what amenities this project would bring to Tolland.
She questioned if developers were allowed tax abatements, would Tolland benefit from it if they
moved out after they no longer had an abatement. Mr. Powell said there is no specific project
assigned to these proposed changes; rather, they are just proposing allowing additional goods and



Section 13 Page 4
October 18, 2021 — Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission

services uses along with more diverse housing stock options. He said tax abatements are outside
the scope of the PZC and they cannot regulate based on tax revenues. He said they consider
amenities to be things that various residents want in town, noting that what is considered an
amenity changes over time. He provided tattoo parlors as one example. Ms. Berkowitz expressed
concern that they still have empty buildings to fill. She questioned whether they need new
buildings especially as the pandemic has reshaped how consumers shop.

Chris Cook said he was never under the misconception that the adjacent property to Woodfields
was anything but a commercial property, but he is concerned about what might be developed on it.
He said in looking at Dr. Poland’s curriculum vitae, he has worked in many towns that have
median incomes that are much lower than Tolland residents and that have much higher poverty
rates. He said he does not want Tolland to end up with a high poverty rate like Canton, Ohio. He
said he wants development in his backyard but the right kind of development, the type that is
compatible with Tolland’s median income of $120,000. He said they need to make Tolland a
destination town. He added that he wanted to make sure the research has no unconscious bias and
said he is afraid where these recommendations are going.

Mr. Powell said the research also entails Boston and Salt Lake City, and communities that are
similar to Tolland that are not experiencing high poverty rates. He said he did not see an
unconscious bias in the research. Dr. Poland said he provided a summary memo based on
academic research as was requested of him. He said he has no agenda. He noted he has also
worked in New Canaan and Darien and other wealthy Connecticut towns.

Mr. Crickmore said this hearing is turning into a circus and they are talking about things they have
no control over like trees and water. He said Dr. Poland’s memo was prepared as a courtesy. They
should be discussing uses and setbacks. Mr. Matteis agreed. He said he did not join the
Commission to be berated and he does not like their paid consultant’s credibility being questioned.
He said it is out of line and unacceptable. He said there is no hidden agenda.

The Commission discussed the revised memo based on Ms. Falusi’s recommendations. The
revision suggests amendments to 1, 7, 8 and 9; numbers 5 and 6 are incorrect and should remain as
is.

Linda Byam of 70 Woodfields Drive said she read through the revised regulations and appreciated
that they are more restrictive. She added that she appreciated the work the Commission has done.
She asked if someone could explain for her the difference between setbacks and buffers.

Mr. Powell and Mr. Mayer jointly explained that setbacks are a set distance from the property line
whereas a buffer is a portion of the setback area that may include vegetation, hedges, fencing and
other types of landscaping. These are some of the things under consideration this evening. Mr.
Corcoran noted that while setbacks are set in stone, buffers are often more flexible.

John Hughes of 95 Tolland Green said it appears building heights can be up to 40 feet and units
per acre increase from 8 to 9. He asked if they intended to allow taller and denser housing. Mr.
Powell said it is actually bedrooms per acre and the heights proposed are 40 feet or four stories,
whichever is more restrictive. Mr. Matteis noted that they are actually going more restrictive,
reducing building heights from 55 feet to 40 feet. Ms. Goetz noted there was no density previously
specified in the Tolland Village Area (TVA). They are copying what is allowed in the GDD,
creating a limit where there was none before.

Brenda Falusi of 4 Laurel Ridge Road asked that the Commission consider including cultural and
historical museums as uses in the TVA-GD. From a tourism viewpoint, this could bring positive
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attention to Tolland. She asked about recreational facilities as well, questioning why they were not
included as yoga studios might be welcome. And she brought up the Master Plan Overlay Zone
(MPQOZ). Ms. Goetz noted that cultural and historical museums are changing from Special Permit
to being permitted uses, a less restrictive move. It was explained that the Commission was
concerned about big recreational type facilities like bowling alleys being inappropriate for the
TVA-GD but that yoga studios would fall under retail goods and services. It was also noted that
the MPOZ is limited to the Tolland Campus Zone, and is not being proposed for the TVA-GD.

Jodie Coleman-Marzialo asked what a commercial shared kitchen is. Mr. Powell said this would
be a space where people could do different types of cooking. They could perhaps teach classes as
well. Ms. Coleman-Marzialo said she would not like to see laundromats allowed in the TVA-GD
and people in the area tend to own their own washers and dryers anyway. She said she would not
want one near the Historical District and it is not necessary they be allowed there. She also spoke
in opposition of allowing drive-through restaurants in the TVA-GD as she felt it would invite
crime to come closer to the historic homes in the District.

Sophia Johnson of 48 Crystal Lake Road said she was grateful for the suggestions being put forth.
She noted that Tolland presently has crime in town and that’s before any of these changes have
been made. She said the conversation about a private landowner cutting down trees on his property
is confusing, and it has deviated from what they should be discussing. She asked what the goal of
the evening’s discussion was supposed to be.

Mr. Powell said the goal is to extend the conversation from when it was started at their previous
meeting—this is on uses, setbacks, the MPOZ, as well as reviewing the memo provided by Dr.
Poland and the substantive text changes suggested by Ms. Falusi and staff. Mr. Mayer said it is
important to note that the decisions made will affect all residents. He and Mr. Powell discussed the
difference in requirements for uses that require SP (Special Permits) and those for P (Permitted)
uses.

Steve Williams of 22 Rudansky Lane told Mr. Corcoran that he tried to send him an email earlier
that day. Mr. Corcoran said he received it and put it up on the shared screen for all to see. Mr.
Williams explained that the visual was of a set of apartments he had wanted to do behind the
Dunkin Donuts property. He noted the longer building is 40 feet high to the roof but is only two
stories. He said limiting buildings to no more than 40 feet is more restrictive for developers. He
said since 2009 there were no buffers required in the zone with his property and so the 150 foot
proposed setback is to him a clear taking of property. He said ever since the TVA was created he
has not been able to do anything with his property there, and now this proposed regulation will
limit people wanting to build apartments to only two-stories.

Mr. Williams said in the two-story drawing example, if a developer would be allowed to raise it up
and allow parking underneath, it would be beneficial to everyone. This would result in less
pavement. He said he spent a fortune on the land behind Dunkin Donuts and now they are creating
a harder situation for him. He said the area was always commercially zoned and there was no
required buffer all these years. He wants to be able to develop his land.

Ms. Goetz asked Mr. Williams about the top picture being displayed. Mr. Williams said it is over
another building done somewhere else. It is three stories tall with a full basement and parking
below it. He said he believed that to get three stories in an apartment building, you need at least 52
feet. It was noted that the pre-grading he did required a setback. He said, however, the 100 feet is
only for pre-grading, but once a developer comes in with a full plan and it gets approved, then
more work can be done outside that 100 feet. Ms. Goetz asked if he could work with a 100 foot
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setback like in the GDD. Mr. Williams said there was no setback required for 12 years and that he
doesn’t like the proposed change.

Mr. Crickmore asked Mr. Williams what numbers might realistically work for him. After some
back and forth he said a 75 foot buffer might work. He said the PZC also has to decide how many
stories they will allow for an apartment building, but noted a 10-foot story in a mixed use
development is not possible to do.

Heather McCann of 62 Crossen Drive suggested a member-owned and -operated co-op food store
would be welcome in the TVA-GD. Mr. Corcoran said that falls under general retail so would be
allowed.

Fred Valante asked if Mr. Williams’ land was always commercial. It was noted that the GDD once
encompassed all of the TVA. Mr. Valante said that adding a 150 setback when nothing existed
there before seemed unfair to the property owner. He added that he felt Dr. Poland’s data in his
memo was outdated and they should look at more recent data. He reiterated that the public should
be made more aware via the Journal Inquirer notice that the proposed changes impact all zones and
not just the TVA.

Chris Skinner of 160 Bald Hill Road said the Commission should be more flexible on overall
building heights, as steeper roof pitches add to height but are not really usable space. He said they
need economic development, so regulations should not be made to be more restrictive.

Linda Berkowitz of 2 Cider Mill Road said the heights of buildings and the setbacks are important
and the Commission might want to look at how the original proposal for the TVA evolved over
time.

David Raccagni, who was attending remotely, made some comments, but it was difficult to hear
his audio. He was asked to send his comments to Mr. Corcoran in email form.

Linda Byam said when they purchased their property on Woodfields Drive 27 years ago, they
looked at the abutting land and understood it was state owned property designated as open space.
She said they were told the property abutting them was zoned residential. She said somewhere
over the years the designation changed to split the land in two and make part of it commercial, but
she doesn’t know the exact time frame. Mr. Matteis requested that Mr. Corcoran research the
history on the property so they can settle this issue.

Mr. Crickmore asked Ms. Byam what she might find as reasonable for the neighboring property.
Ms. Byam said people on Woodfields Drive would probably want to see a 150 foot setback. She
said she is probably not the best person to ask because her property is protected by wetlands, a
natural buffer. She said she could see allowing a smaller setback but with substantial buffers—big,
dense trees and bushes. She said the issue is privacy from a neighboring apartment complex.

Mike Byam said height is less a concern to him since Mr. Williams has graded his site to cut a lot
into the hill. The setback and buffer are more important. He said he could possibly see a 75 foot
setback to include a 35 to 50-foot buffer. That would be consistent with his research of other
towns. Mr. Mayer said the proposed regulations call for screening and buffering in the setback and
perhaps that needs to be more strongly defined. Ms. Goetz noted that was brought up in a number
of the correspondences sent in.
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Marilee Beebe of 90 Rhodes Road said as a point of information that there are statutory
requirements that must be met for public notifications. Her comment was in response to Mr.
Valante’s comment about public notification.

Ms. Goetz read into the record additional correspondences received. There was a letter from
Charles Mayer of 123 Old Stafford Road who voiced his opposition to the proposed changes.
Additionally, correspondence form Dave and Hollie Barnes of 31 Tolland Green outlined their
opposition. There were concerns that the town has too many empty storefronts already.

Ms. Goetz responded to the letters read. She said they are trying to look at the TCZ, and proposed
TVA-GD to expand allowable uses so hopefully something might come along that will go into
those empty storefronts.

Mr. Powell noted that if someone wants to rent an empty storefront, they don’t come to the PZC.
That is outside their purview. He said if the use is permitted, they can move in. He said they have
no say in dictating the terms and conditions of renting a facility. He added that the Commission

does know that multi-family housing is in increasing demand and they have a definite need for it.

Mr. Crickmore said they also cannot stop a commercial developer from developing his property
just because there are empty storefronts in town. Mr. Matteis agreed. He said they cannot punish
one developer because another place has vacancies. He noted also that oftentimes if one business
moves into an empty strip mall, other vacant spaces in the strip tend to fill up as well.

Mr. Corcoran read the email comments from David Raccagni of 21 Woodfields Drive. He
proposed 150 foot setbacks, substantial buffering, and building heights of 40 feet or four stories,
whichever is more restrictive. However, he was open to some flexibility such as allowing greater
heights to buildings if the setbacks are increased.

Ms. Goetz asked how severe changes can be in deliberations before something might have to be
re-advertised. Mr. Corcoran said if they stay within the confines of their discussion, it should be
okay. Tweaks can be made to such things as building heights, etc. Ms. Goetz asked if there is a 50
foot setback on Merrow Road, could anything else go in that setback area such as a driveway or
parking. Mr. Corcoran said parking can’t be in a front setback (with the exception of a driveway).
It was assumed that businesses on Merrow Road would consider their front setback to be from
Merrow Road.

MOTION: Jon Crickmore/Joe Matteis to close the public hearing for PZC #21-13. Before voting
on the motion, Mr. Mayer asked about the clarifying information they wanted to get on whether
the property abutting the Woodfields Drive development was always commercially-zoned. Mr.
Corcoran said that he felt this is just a clarifying fact so it could be asked and answered during
deliberations.

A vote was taken on the motion. Mr. Matteis, Mr. Crickmore, Ms. Goetz, Mr. Mayer, and Mr.
Powell voted in favor. Motion carried.

7. Old Business
7.1 Possible action on: PZC #21-13, Zoning Regulation Amendments — The Commission discussed

whether to deliberate now or at their next meeting. Mr. Corcoran said the next meeting has a fairly
light agenda.
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MOTION: Joe Matteis/Bruce Mayer to table action on PZC #21-13 to the next meeting. Ms.
Goetz, Mr. Mayer, Mr. Crickmore, Mr. Matteis and Mr. Powell voted in favor. Motion carried.

8. New Business: None

9. Reports

9.1 Town Council Liaison — Brenda Falusi, Town Council Liaison, provided a recap of the last week’s
Town Council meeting. The Council issued a citation to Steve Clark recognizing him for his 30
years of service to the town. There was a discussion on Ordinance 60, Tolland’s tax relief
program. They saw a presentation from the Tolland Library Foundation. There were some
appointments to Boards and Commissions. There was also a first discussion on amending the code
for smoking vaping, and using cannabis. There was also a discussion on the Miracle Field.

9.2 Capitol Region Council of Governments — No report.

9.3 Zoning Enforcement Report — Mr. Corcoran said his office has received complaints about an
illegal school on Mile Hill Road, and a complaint about non-enforcement of sign enforcement. He
said they may have a possible resolution of the water issue at Senior Moments. A trench is to be
dug that may help alleviate the problem.

9.4 Planning Update — Mr. Corcoran said they heard back from the Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection about expanding the Sewer Service Area for the Santini development.
They are letting Tolland decide the issue. Mr. Corcoran also said they need to decide if the
conversation on the Village Center Zone should be next week or in November. Mr. Mayer said it
might be better if this discussion is held on November 8" after the elections as the Commission
will have a new makeup. Mr. Corcoran said he is working with the Economic Development
Commission to try to put together a list of vacant commercial properties both developed and
undeveloped to market.

10. Other Business: None

11. Correspondence: None

12. Public Participation: Sophia Johnson said some of the empty storefronts are blighted which turns
people off from a town. She asked if Tolland can impose a fee to the property owners if they don’t fix
up their properties. Mr. Corcoran said the town has a blight ordinance but it only applies to residential
properties. Mr. Powell said she could take her concerns to the Town Council as the Blight Committee
answers to the Council. Mr. Matteis said he understood Ms. Johnson’s point, but imposing a fee
would open the town up to a lawsuit and cast the town as not being business friendly.

Ms. Goetz asked if there was anything happening at the gas station at the corner of Merrow Road and
Goose Lane. Mr. Corcoran said an application for a text amendment change might be coming soon.

Brenda Falusi said there are a number of things they can do to make empty spaces more attractive,
such as invite artists to decorate the windows. She said DeSegregate CT asks property owners to put
up paper in the windows after a certain period of time and make them look neat and clean inside.

Erin Stavens of 211 Charter Road said she was in Putnam over the weekend and they do something
similar with local artists in their downtown area.



13.

14.

Section 13 Page 9
October 18, 2021 — Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission

Mr. Powell asked Ms. Beebe, who is Vice Chair of the Zoning Board of Appeals, if the text changes
they are recommending will be coming to the PZC soon. Ms. Beebe said they were endorsed
unanimously by the ZBA at their last meeting. Mr. Corcoran said he is in receipt of them and will be
sharing them once they are through this big public hearing.

Approval of Minutes — October 4, 2021 Special Meeting.

MOTION: Bruce Mayer/Joe Matteis to approve the October 4, 2021 Special Meeting minutes. Ms.
Goetz referenced the last paragraph of the public hearing portion of the minutes where she was trying
to get a visual of what a four-story building, 50-feet off Merrow Road might look like. She had asked
Mr. Corcoran to provide some heights of buildings around town and distances some buildings are off
Merrow Road, and while he provided them, those details were not outlined in the minutes.

Mr. Corcoran agreed to send them to the clerk after the meeting, and they are listed here:

e Mobil is 115 feet from Merrow Rd. Papa T’s is 95 feet from Merrow Rd. Subway is 35
feet from Merrow Rd. Anderson Automotive is 85 feet from Merrow Rd. Dunkin’ Donuts
is 80 feet from Merrow Rd.

e The Subway building is 30 feet from the top of the roof to the street and 38 feet from the
basement to the roof.

e The tallest building in Tolland is the “bubble” at more than 80 feet.

A vote was taken on the motion. Mr. Crickmore, Mr. Matteis, Ms. Goetz, Mr. Mayer and Mr. Powell
voted in favor. Motion carried.

Adjournment — Mr. Powell reiterated his displeasure and dissatisfaction that anyone would suggest
the Commission had ulterior motives for recommending the zone changes discussed this evening. He
said suggestions of Agenda 21 and 23 is beyond the pale of legitimate comments. It is inflammatory,
derogatory and wrong.

MOTION: Deb Goetz/Bruce Mayer to adjourn the meeting and pay the clerk at 10:38 p.m. Ms.
Goetz, Mr. Mayer, Mr. Matteis, Mr. Crickmore, and Mr. Powell voted in favor. Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Annie Gentile
Clerk
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