
Correspondences Received May 9, 4:30 p.m. through 

May 18, midnight 



1

Heidi Samokar

From: LEE C CURTIS <leec@snet.net>
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 5:36 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland Village Project

Being Tolland residents we oppose the zoning changes requested by the developer for this project.  Tolland is a desirable town that 
would be impacted in a negative way.  The project is of greater benefit to the University of Connecticut than the Town of Tolland. We 
ask you to listen to the town residents at the May 9, 2016 public hearing who oppose the project and realize that approving the zoning 
amendments  would not be in the best interest of our town. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
L & M  
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Heidi Samokar

Subject: FW: I support the Proposed TVA Development

From: Erik H [mailto:rednammoc@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 6:13 PM 
To: Heidi Samokar 
Subject: I support the Proposed TVA Development 
 

I support the Proposed TVA Development 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Tom Skinner <thomas.d.skinner@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:28 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Support of the TVA

Hi Ms. Samokar, 
I would like to voice my support of the TVA for the future benefit of Tolland, it's residents, and the future 
residents.  
 
If I can help with anythjng, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Apologize for the late note of support. I am in attendance at the PZC meeting tonight.   
 
 
--  

 
Tom Skinner 
Mobile 860.471.4561 
Home 860.454.0340 
thomas.d.skinner@gmail.com 
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Heidi Samokar

From: John Cormier <buddygrant5@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:45 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: [POSSIBLE SPAM]  TOLLAND VILLAGE PROJECT

Importance: Low

GOOD MORNING...I JUST WANTED TO VOICE MY CONCERN OVER THE TOLLAND VILLAGE PROJECT THAT WILL BE 
DISCUSSED THIS EVENING. 
I DO NOT BELIEVE THAT IT IS GOOD FOR OUR TOWN FOR A NUMBER OF REASONS. 
ONE OF THE THINGS THAT MAKES TOLLAND A WONDERFUL PLACE TO LIVE IS IT`S RURAL CHARACTER AND THIS PROJECT 
WITH A HIGH RISE HOTEL ADDS NOTHING TO TOLLANDS`S CHARM. 
THE ADDITION OF 369 APARTMENTS IN AN AREA ALREADY SURROUNDED BY APARTMENTS SUCH AS THE ONES IN 
VERNON WILL ONLY ADD COST TO THE TAX PAYERS AND NOTHING ELSE. 
THESE ARE SOME OF THE REASONS WHY I THINK THIS PROJECT IS A BAD IDEA. 
PLEASE LETS KEEP TOLLANDS CHARACTER RURAL. 
 
THANKS, JOHN CORMIER,BUFFCAP RD,TOLLAND CT 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Linda Juber <linda.juber@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 8:03 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland Village Zoning Amendment Support

Good morning, 
We would like to support the Tolland Village concept as we believe a larger commercial tax base is vital to 
Tolland's future.   
 
As residents of Tolland for 33 years, we have enjoyed the benefits of a great school system for our children and 
a wonderful community.  Now that our children have begun their careers outside of Connecticut, we too are 
now contemplating relocating to a town where taxes are much more attractive.  If we were to sell our house, a 
five bedroom colonial, it will most likely be to a young, growing family, which would increase the burden on 
Tolland schools and the Tolland budget as whole.  We believe the Town of Tolland needs to begin to address 
"mature couples" fleeing the area due to the ever increasing tax burden.  We believe the proposed village 
concept, though maybe not perfect as is, begins to address our concerns through increasing the tax base, 
providing a local hotel for visiting family members and friends, and added shopping opportunities which are all 
critical for Tolland's vitality.  We know many others with similar circumstances who share our thoughts.  We 
have lived in Tolland long enough to know that the gut reaction of town residents is not in favor of 
change.  However, those same residents now enjoy and appreciate the benefits of the businesses in the Big Y 
and Cardio Express Plazas.  We would welcome and encourage constructive conversations regarding the 
Tolland Village concept.   
 
Kevin and Linda Juber 
32 Stonehedge Drive 
Tolland, CT 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Betty Webber <bdwebber@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 9:50 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland village area project
Attachments: PropertyOwnersStudentsAndFairHousing.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Hello, My name is Betty Webber. I live at 79 Webber Road.  As I have said in a previous letter dated May 1st, I 
have been a resident of Tolland for almost 57 years.  My family has been in this town for over 110 years.  My 
son not only lives here, he has additional property here and a business.  I have 7 siblings, 5 of us still live here 
and my mother.  Many of my childhood friends and their children still live in this town. I have a history here 
and I care deeply about this town.  
 
 
I hear many people speaking who have lived here for shorter times, some only a couple years.  They speak with 
a passion of someone with many more years as a resident.  They have such a tie to this community, it shows 
what a great town this is and how invested the residents are. 
 
 
I am not against growth in this town. I am against changing the zoning to suit this developer. I feel what he is 
presenting is not only a bad fit for this town, I feel he is going to leave us with more debt, empty businesses and 
possible legal issues. After all is done, he will be out the door and back to his perfect town and we will be left 
with the aftermath of his lies.  
 
 
I have gone to all these meetings and have heard the developer change who he is going to rent to three 
times.  Each meeting he has changed it to fit what HE thinks we want to hear.   
 
 
At Crandall's on April 9th it was ALL undergrads with shuttles to uconn, city busses and zip cars. 
 
 
At the first meeting at the high school on April 25th he changed it to NO undergrads only grad students 
and families. But only 20 children would be there! 
 
 
Last nights meeting on May 9th it was techie unmarried working class that would be the majority of 
renters. And again said NO undergrads.   
 
 
First is is ILLEGAL to blankety not rent to undergrads.   No they do not fall into the protected class but he can 
not single them out and not rent to them.  That is a violation of the The Fair Housing Act (FHA) (42 U.S. Code 
§§ 3601-3619 and 3631. Please see attached document of previous such cases in CT!  Yes you would do a 
rental check and yes many of them would not qualify.  But it would be very irresponsible and illegal to think we 
could keep them out entirely.  
 
 
The Fair Housing Act (FHA) (42 U.S. Code §§ 3601-3619 and 3631), the federal law that bans housing 
discrimination across the United States... 
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2.)What Is Prohibited? 
In the Sale and Rental of Housing: No one may take any of the following actions based on race, color, national 
origin, religion, sex, familial status or handicap: 

 Refuse to rent or sell housing 
 Refuse to negotiate for housing 
 Make housing unavailable 
 Deny a dwelling 
 Set different terms, conditions or privileges for sale or rental of a dwelling 
 Provide different housing services or facilities 
 Falsely deny that housing is available for inspection, sale, or rental 
 For profit, persuade owners to sell or rent (blockbusting) or 
 Deny anyone access to or membership in a facility or service (such as a multiple listing service) related 

to the sale or rental of housing. 
 
 
I am a realtor, I have managed Norwegian Woods and Winding River.  I do not say these things lightly.  This 
is fact and to think that we as intelligent residents would believe this is possible means this developer is either a 
simpleton or he believes we all are.  Either way it is an insult to our intelligence how he is presenting these 
rentals to us.  
 
 
At 19 my daughter was an undergrad. She went to school full-time, worked full-time and lived on campus. She 
decided she did not want to live there anymore she did not want to rent. She bought her first condo at 19 years 
old.  She did this as an undergrad. I do believe she is an exception to the rule but I also believe there are many 
exceptions to the rule out there. If she can purchase a home as an undergrad.  There are certainly many who can 
rent! 
 
 
We should be very careful in how we allow this developer to proceed when he does not present his 
findings or his wishes the same way at each meeting.   
 
 
He has yet to show us a rendering of a five-story building, however he was able to show a rendering with trees 
that he apparently did between the last two meetings (of only. Stories).   If this is something you are requesting 
the town to change zoning laws for, you certainly should be required to show a rendering with the height and 
width that he is requesting.   
 
 
Knowing of the meeting at Crandall's he did not have the balloons up there prior to the meeting. He should 
have been there the day before so the balloons were there prior to everybody going.   Yes he put them up a week 
later but only due to the outcry of the residents.  
 
 
I feel he has put in requests such as the drive through, roof height, the different setbacks with full intent on 
saying he wouldn't do them so that he looked like he was working with the town to give us what we want. Do not 
forget he is a developer. He does not live in this town. He will not be affected by what is built here! 
 
His lack of respect for the requests made by the council and the residents of this town shows a neglect for our 
intelligence, disrespect and a deceitfulness on his part.  Let's work with a developer that has our best interest at 
heart not his pockets. 
 
 
I ask you Please DO NOT allow these zoning  changes.  Please listen to the voices of these residents you were 
elected to represent.  You have the power to keep with the original design that fit our Town.  Thank you.  
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Property Owners, Students, and Fair Housing 
 

By Judith Johannsen 
 
Connecticut is home to several universities and colleges, and while most students live on-campus, many rent a 
place to live off-campus. The problem that frequently arises, however, is that many owners/landlords do not want 
college-aged students as tenants, fearing noisy, late night parties, too many cars, and property damage. 
 
When landlords automatically reject college-aged tenants, they have forgotten a most important detail - there are 
fair housing laws, federal and state, that prohibit discrimination against certain classes of people. 
 
Under Connecticut’s fair housing laws, discrimination based on age and marital status is prohibited, so, if an 
owner’s or a group of owners’ policy is not to sell or rent to students, that could be the basis for a claim of 
discrimination in housing. 
 
Here’s a recent example. A father purchased a home in a university town for his son to have a place to live while 
attending school. The neighbors, unhappy that this property had been sold to an investor, advocated for everyone 
to sell only to buyers who would live in their neighborhood, as opposed to investors who would rent out the 
property. A neighborhood newsletter asked if anyone was interested in organizing a “welcoming” party for the 
student. 
 
What the newsletter writer apparently did not know was that it is a violation of CT’s fair housing laws (CGS Section 
46a-64c) to “intimidate, threaten or interfere with any person in the exercise or enjoyment of … any right granted or 
protected by the fair housing statutes”. “Welcoming” this student sounded more like intimidation or a threat than a 
warm reception. 
 
A copy of the newsletter made its way to the desk of Attorney Robert Zamlowski at Connecticut’s Commission on 
Human Rights and Opportunities (“CHRO”) in Hartford whose response to the neighborhood group was clear – 
“[w]hile Connecticut’s fair housing laws do not directly prohibit a seller from choosing a buyer who intends to live on 
the property, as opposed to one who is buying the house for investment purposes, some of the actions urged in the 
newsletter can cause sellers fair housing problems”. 
 
Attorney Zamlowski went on to say that “it is illegal to directly or indirectly deny a sale of property based upon any 
of the protected class bases in State fair housing laws”. 
 
Another example of discrimination that arose in a CT university setting was reported in the July 2002 National Fair 
Housing Advocate. The article reported that three male college students in Fairfield County found an off-campus 
single family house for rent, but the landlord told the student’s agent he did not want kids, he wanted a woman who 
would take care of the property. 
 
The landlord rejected the three students because of insufficient documentation of income, but they believed that 
was just a pretext for the real reason - their age and sex. They filed a complaint with CHRO, which found 
reasonable cause that the landlord discriminated against the three male students, and the landlord was ordered to 
pay $7,000 in settlement. 
 
We all want to believe that discrimination in housing disappeared when fair housing became law, that no one is 
ever discriminated against in the housing market, and everyone gets the dwelling they want and can afford. The 
reality is that sellers and landlords still try to get what they want, which is not always what the law allows. 
 
Judith I. Johannsen is Assistant Counsel for the Connecticut Association of Realtors®, Inc. 
 
Connecticut Association of REALTORS®, Inc. is Connecticut’s largest professional trade association representing approximately 
17,000 real estate professionals engaged in all aspects of the real estate business. Founded in 1920, the Connecticut 
Association of REALTORS®, Inc. is dedicated to enhancing the ability of its members to conduct their business successfully 
while maintaining the preservation of private property rights. Use of the term “REALTOR®” is exclusive to the members of the 
REALTOR® Association and signifies their allegiance to a strict Code of Ethics. 

C:\Documents and Settings\lopak\Desktop\hartford courant articles\Article HC Sept 2009 Policy not to sell to investors or rent to students.doc 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Kim Albert <kimberlyalbert01@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 9:13 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Support for development 

I am completely supportive of developing a portion of Tolland. Having shops and restaurants, hotels and 
apartments sounds fantastic! I would love to be able to stay local more often! Frankly  I'm tired of driving to 
Manchester for everything that I need to do. I'm all for it!!!! 
 
Kim and Todd Albert 
179 woodhenge drive 

Kim Albert 
Claims Resolution Specialist 
New England Claims 
Liberty Mutual Insurance 
POB 1053 
Montgomeryville, PA 18936 
Cell phone number: 860-519-9236 
Fax number: 866-479-8438 
Kimberly.albert@libertymutual.com 
  
How am I doing? Let my manager know atThomas.Calderiso@LibertyMutual.com 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Erin Burns <eburns113@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 12:49 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Support for proposed development

Please accept this email as support for the proposed development in the Tolland Village Area.  I would love to 
see this part of town developed to add economic benefit and less reliance on residential taxes.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Erin Burns 
39 Sugar Bush Lane 
Tolland CT 06084 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Greg Kupfer <gkupfer@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 12:54 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: opinion on Tolland Village Project

Zoning Board of Appeals: 
 
I am not opposed to the recommended and requested changes for the Tolland Village Project.  To be clear, that the 
proposed changes would be permitted for this project only and not globally permitted for future projects elsewhere in 
Tolland. 
 
Regards, 
Greg Kupfer 
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Heidi Samokar

From: mdsantos@comcast.net
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 12:14 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland Village Area

Dear Heidi, 
I'm writing to inform you that I am in favor of the Tolland area village project.  
Thank you for your time, 
Michael Dos Santos 
 
 
Sent from XFINITY Connect Mobile App 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Ann Marie <amkloibs@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 3:40 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland growth

Please accept this email as a vote for the  future development of Tolland... All the people against this project are very 
verbal and those of us "for" the project remain silent.. We NEED this growth in Tolland... Our taxes are too high 
(especially for retired folk) and we have very few conveniences.... Some nice shops and especially restaurants would be a 
real plus for our town... I vote YES! 
                                                             Ann Marie Kloiber 
                                                             8 Woodhenge Dr 
                                                             Tolland, CT 06084  
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Croteau, Alona <Alona.Croteau@awac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 2:41 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Zoning Amendment Application for TVA

Dear Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission: 

I have attended the last two public hearings regarding the zoning amendments requested by NE Realty.  During 
the public hearing held on May 9th, I heard the memorandum regarding recommendations from the Design 
Advisory Board, which discussed a building 240 feet in length and four stories tall.  It is my understanding that 
this memorandum differed from the recommendations discussed during the Design Advisory Board where the 
DAB was recommending a very limited allowance for a four-story structure-not a flat out compromise for a 
four-story structure across the board.  I would urge you to seek clarification from the DAB regarding its 
recommendations in this regard. 

Notwithstanding the DAB recommendations, I ask you to deny the zoning amendments requested by the 
developer outright because these very zoning regulations were very recently considered by the PZC and 
decisions were made in 2015 to make the TVA regulations more developer friendly.  This was done without a 
formal application being submitted by NE Realty or any other developer.  However, it is my understanding 
from a reading of the PZC minutes on this topic that NE Realty did indeed have input into these very substantial 
changes that made the TVA regulations more liberal and developer friendly. (I assume the lack of a formal 
application is the reason that adjacent property owners were not notified of these substantial zoning 
amendments via US Mail in 2015.)  

When the PZC was reviewing the TVA zoning regulations in 2015, I would assume that the PZC reviewed the 
regulations in a manner that would be most advantageous for developers, while conforming with the spirit of the 
Plan of Conservation and Development (“POCD”).  My guess is that the PZC’s view of what would align with 
the POCD and still remain developer friendly has not changed so drastically within the past year.  Had the PZC 
believed that greater height and length were appropriate for the TVA, it would have been granted back in 
2015.  Accordingly,  I urge you to maintain the current regulations regarding building length and height as these 
are the regulations that were reviewed and approved only one year ago. There should be no further give and 
take on these points with the developer, who is now simply overreaching. 

I appreciate the time and effort you have put into this process.   

Respectfully, 

Alona Croteau 

8 Cider Mill Road 

 

The information contained in this e-mail and any attachments hereto is confidential. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you must not use or disseminate any of this information. If you have received this e-mail in error, 
please immediately notify the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete the original e-mail (and any 
attachments hereto) and any copies or printouts thereof. Although this e-mail and any attachments hereto are 
believed to be free of any virus or other defect that might affect any computer system into which it is received 
and opened, it is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility is accepted 
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by Allied World Assurance Company Holdings, AG or its subsidiaries or affiliates, either jointly or severally, 
for any loss or damage arising in any way from its use. 



May 11, 2016 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a resident of Tolland for 43 years and I object to this village project in Tolland. 

I think it will impact the historic and rural character, police and for protection, traffic and potential for 

crime, public works and property values. 

Is the money really worth it?  

Why is it up to the planning and zoning committee   and not the voters of Tolland since we are 

taxpayers. 

 

Barbara J Maleski  

17 Dogwood Rd. 

Tolland, CT 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Shawn McKown <shawnmckown@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 1:41 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Proposed development

Good afternoon, 
 
I'm writing to voice my support of the proposed development in Tolland. I believe that the development would 
bring much-needed resources into the community.  
 
Best, 
Shawn McKown 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Tabitha McKown <tabithamckown@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 1:32 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: The Proposed TVA Development

Hello Ms. Samokar, 
 
I was informed that you would be the correct person to reach out to -  
 
I am a resident of Tolland and would like to take a moment of your time to let you know that my family and I 
support the proposed TVA Development in Tolland. We are in full favor of growth for this beautiful town that 
we have called our own for the last 3 years. Not only are we in favor of growth, but we are excited about it. 
 
Over the last 3 years we have been able to verbalize our support for other matters in Tolland, giving time and 
resources, showing up to meetings, etc. I give much of my time to the schools, in particular. However, in the 
case of this specific project, I am hesitant to be so verbal or even show up at the meetings that are taking place 
to better educate the public on what is happening. The climate of these meetings and the incredibly vocal group 
of people who are against this development (and who are, at times, aggressive in nature) lend to me being 
hesitant to be more vocal. Therefore, please consider this email as a show of support from my family. 
 
I believe those - such as yourself - that hold local town roles, whether on the town council, board of ed, etc, do 
an amazing amount of terrific work for Tolland. I worry about the fear-mongering, the spread of misinformation 
and the mind-blowing verbal attacks that have occurred recently. Hopefully, this will decrease as more 
information is put forth. 
 
Tolland is a wonderful place to raise my family. I believe it can be even better with this development. 
 
I appreciate you time. 
 
Thank you, 
Tabitha McKown 
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Heidi Samokar

From: William Voboril <billvob436@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 2:13 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission, 21 Tolland Green, Tolland, CT.    Tolland 

Village Area zone change request                 Thursday, May 12, 2016

My comments apply to the NE Real Estate submission “Zoning Amendments Requested” paper given to me at the 
Monday, May 9th meeting. 
 
I understand that any TVA zone changes apply to both sides of Merrow Road; south side and north side.  
 
   1: Building height at the gateway to Tolland Green should not be an overbearing feature entering the quaint‐village of 
Tolland.   The ground elevation on the north side of Merrow Road is higher than that of the site discussed, south 
side.  68 ft. high buildings, plus peaks or elevator housings, seems a little much. 
 
   2:  A building width of 200 ft. doesn’t seem restrictive. If investors believe it is not cost effective to build 200’ 
structures, I ask them to explain. 
 
   3: Are hotels governed by building height or number of floors?  If the Zoning Commission decides that a separate 
height requirement is appropriate to attract developers maybe changes are in order. 
 
   4: I oppose reducing the building setback to 15 ft.  This reduction applies to both sides of Merrow Road.  I don’t believe 
the visionaries who prepared the Regs. intended that the approach to the Green from I‐84 should be so narrow.   
       
       At this juncture in time, a sidewalk should be considered along this side of Merrow Road. A sidewalk on the north 
side probably will come.  Grass strips between the roadway pavement and sidewalks for snow storage, public utilities, 
pedestrians, traffic signing etc. are necessary. Plantings on the property side of a walk, such as trees, also need space.  
 
       Keep the roadway open indicating  a “welcome!” as you drive toward the Green.     
 
I applaud the town boards, committee  members and workers who are attempting to stimulate Tolland’s 
growth.  Change can be frustrating.  Investors have interests.  You are the buffers trying to sort all this “stuff” out. 
 
Thank you: 
 
 
Bill Voboril 
436 Merrow Road  
Tolland CT 06084 
860‐875‐4253 
 
 
 
      
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Heidi Samokar

From: vtsdmailer@vt-s.net on behalf of spstrait@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 3:18 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: [Town of Tolland CT] Tolland Gateway (University) Project

Hello hsamokar, 
 
Samuel & Frances Strait (spstrait@comcast.net) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(http://www.tolland.org/user/421/contact) at Town of Tolland CT. 
 
If you don't want to receive such e‐mails, you can change your settings at http://www.tolland.org/user/421/edit. 
 
Message: 
 
TO:  Planning and Zoning & Anyone Who Really Cares: 
 
After 50 plus years of residency in our town of Tolland we feel this town already has enough empty storefronts and 
empty homes.  What is the financial advantage to that? Eventually, they deteriorate and then become eyesores. 
What is the financial advantage to that?  Then, add that to the extra expense of increased police protection. 
 
The town rightly wouldn’t allow Mc Donald’s or Dunkin Donut to have drive‐through windows due to “traffic concerns”.  
This project is NOT a concern? The added vehicle traffic heading South on Route 195 past Goose Lane will bottleneck at 
the traffic light.  Everyone going South will be detained by backed up traffic snarls.  This alone will cause more traffic on 
town side roads including the road to our Birch Grove School.  The cost in damage to our New England small town life 
will not be justified by this exorbitant project. 
 
Mr. DePecol’s referral to the failure of the proposed budget by referendum and his statement, “If the public is not 
receptive to raising taxes, then services are going to be cut”, is completely unfounded and threatening. 
Which of the entire town services would he suggest be cut to reduce our budget?  Snowplowing or refuse pickup? 
Because beyond those services, there isn’t much left. 
 
The size of the proposed budget is precisely why it failed the referendum. 
There really is a limit to the size of our pocketbooks.  Mr. DePecol also stated there is a potential to boost town 
revenues. Remember, that comes with NO GUARANTEE. 
 
In closing, we would like to emphasize that the Town Manager and the Council Members as well as Planning and Zoning 
Committee should take a very hard look before changing zoning laws that really only are to benefit another town.  We 
feel a project of this magnitude should be decided by a town referendum since every taxpayer, home owner, and 
Business owner will feel the effect of it. 
 
Samuel & Frances Strait 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Kim Kowalyshyn
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 4:05 PM
To: Heidi Samokar; Steve Werbner; Dave Skoczulek; Kristen Morgan - home; paul krasusky 

- home; Rick Field - Home; Robert Green - home; William Eccles - Home
Subject: FW: Website Contact Us

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: vtsdmailer@vt‐s.net [mailto:vtsdmailer@vt‐s.net]  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 3:54 PM 
To: Kim Kowalyshyn 
Subject: Website Contact Us 
 
Submitted on Thursday, May 12, 2016 ‐ 3:53pm Submitted by anonymous user: 73.227.89.12 Submitted values are: 
 
Full Name: Alan Armstrong 
Email Address: alan.armstrong@wraithind.com 
Address: 8 Thomas Drive 
Comment or Question: 
I tried sending this via regular email to hsamokar@tolland.org but email kept getting bounced back.  Please see that this 
communication makes it to the proper individuals ‐ Thank you: 
 
Dear Tolland Planning & Zoning Commission, Members of the Town Council and our Town Manager, 
 
As twenty three year residents of Tolland, my wife and I are very concerned about this project.  We moved here back in 
1993 to enjoy a rural small town environment.  We raised our son here and had hoped to retire here.  This project will 
do nothing but further urban expanse into what used to be a quaint, quiet town.  We have paid confiscatory taxes for 
the privilege of living here and seldom complained, but things are now getting out of hand. 
 
What makes you people think this “Technology Village” will bring high‐tech businesses here?  Have you looked at the 
general business environment in Connecticut recently?  I am a Sales Rep in the High Tech industry and sell electronic 
components throughout New England and Upstate NY.  Over the past forty years of my career, I have watched 
technology companies drain from Connecticut.  My wife, son and I also own a small retail business that is located in 
Vernon and we are on the verge of collapse due to ever increasing regulatory nonsense alone, never mind the ridiculous 
tax structures imposed here.  For Tolland management and supporting residents to think this project is going to save the 
fiscal condition of our town is at best naïve.  Companies are fleeing from Connecticut’s horrible taxes, over‐regulation, 
crumbling infrastructure and fiscal irresponsibility. 
Tolland is not going to benefit from “bringing in Tech Firms” until the much larger problem is solved… the condition of 
the state of Connecticut itself. 
 
And how are we going to “attract” High Tech firms here?  The only way is with tax incentives.  So, there goes any 
promise of increasing revenues… And how are we going to compete with the huge surplus of empty facilities that litter 
our state?  There are literally millions of square feet of industrial/commercial space available at rock‐bottom lease rates. 
So why would a tech (or any other) company come here to Tolland and build an expensive structure for their business?  
You got it, tax breaks – the only incentive they might listen to.  Again, there goes any promise of increase revenue…  
And, if new businesses don’t come, we will only go further in the hole, hence, why would this project be needed at all? 
 
So, if after years of careful planning and thoughtful consideration given to the current zoning structure, why would we 
simply throw it away, just to have this megalith project dropped into our quaint little town?  And when no saving 
industry shows up, what will we have?  I know, public housing! 
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What Tolland needs to do regarding fiscal improvement is stop spending.  A complete line‐by‐line scrutiny of the town 
budget needs to be accomplished and hard decisions made.  Stop the waste and get back to some common‐sense 
spending habits.  That will fix the fiscal “crisis” that is being propagandized here to create the need for this non‐
productive project. 
 
As for this stab at “investing” in Tolland by revamping zoning laws and giving tax incentives, count us out.  We say “NAY” 
to this project! 
 
Alan & Kathy Armstrong 
8 Thomas Drive 
Tolland, CT  06084 
860‐875‐2371 
 
 
 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 
http://www.tolland.org/node/7876/submission/1523 
 



1

Heidi Samokar

From: RICHARD COFRANCESCO <cofrancesco@snet.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 5:25 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland Village Zoning Changes

Dear P&Z Board Members, 
 
This is to advise you that my wife and I both support the Tolland Village proposal now before the P & Z 
Commission.  We do so for the following reasons: 
 
1) Saying that Tolland is rural is like saying that I am still a teenager! Tolland does not fit any definition of 
rural of which I am aware nor has it for years.  We are not rural as defined by HUD, FmHA, the US 
Census, etc.  We are clearly a suburb in the Hartford Metropolitan Statistical Area and in all appearances 
we are primarily a residential suburb for the employment opportunities in Vernon, Manchester, East 
Hartford, Hartford AND UCONN. 
 
2) Saying that the zoning is for UCONN and not Tolland is inaccurate,  The proposal benefits the Town of 
Tolland by providing opportunities for housing, small retail businesses and a name brand hotel. The 
University of Connecticut does receive a side benefit from the proposal but Tolland receives 100% of the 
financial tax benefit.  For many years now, Tolland has had to endure the traffic generated by UCONN 
students, their families and the University's employees while gaining no benefit from the disruption that 
traffic causes.  Becoming associated more closely with UCONN is to our benefit especially as the University 
attracts businesses and technology.  I went to college in Winooski, VT, my wife in Smithfield, RI, our 
oldest son in Troy, NY and our youngest is presently in Golden, CO.  In each of those communities, the 
presence of a college or university nearby has resulted in increased economic opportunities and physical 
investment and reinvestment. 
 
3) While our sons were attending the public schools in Tolland, the public schools saw several years of 
funding that did not keep pace with inflation.  The equipment, books, supplies and physical plants all 
suffered as a result.  The problem was a vocal segment of our population that would complain about any 
increase in property taxes.  While it is difficult, if not impossible to satisfy some citizens with our tax rate 
and make them care about the effect that "no votes" have on our schools, I will concede that taxes may 
be a financial issue for some of our elderly and lower income families,  The village proposal will be our first 
significant increase in a tax base that is presently too reliant on single family residences.  The addition of 
the apartments and business will give the town more revenue to properly support our schools and 
infrastructure.  The recent rejection of the Town's budget is an example of this problem. 
 
4)  Tolland's greatest assets are I-84, UCONN and the new water and sewer lines.  The village proposal 
incorporates all of these assets into a project that will help our town keep pace with the rapidly changing 
world around us. 
 
5) We trust that P & Z Commission and it's design advisers all have the best interests of the town at heart 
and we trust that the Commission will approved the requested amendments as needed or recommend 
changes that may be desirable.  But in the long run, Tolland needs this development 
 
We urge you support of the needed zoning changes. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Richard & Elaine Cofrancesco 
614 Buff Cap Road 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Anthony Maleski <amaleski37@att.net>
Sent: Saturday, May 14, 2016 8:21 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Gateway Village Proposal

 

I have been a Tolland resident and taxpayer for the past 43 years.  I am a former 
New Jersey resident and moved to Tolland as a result of a promotion by Aetna 
Insurance Company. My wife and I selected Tolland because of its Historical and 
country atmosphere rather than the fast pace of our former residence in New 
Jersey. 
 
After investigating the University Gateway Village proposal and attending the 
past public hearing, we do not think it to be in the best interest for 
the                  people of Tolland and us as a means to  solve additional tax 
concerns for the future. In fact we believe that most of what is proposed will 
result in  additional taxes and expense in the future. 
 
This Tolland Village project of 369 apartments, 11 buildigs,22,000sq ft of retail 
space, 100 room hotel, restaurants and shops will result in additional town 
expenses in personnel and equipment. 
 

Over the long term I doubt if the hotel, businesses and 
apartments will be able to support themselves to the point of 
resolving concerns to resolve Tolland’s tax concerns. Additional 
personnel would be needed for the fire dept and its equipment 
plus additional equipment and added police presence for the 
increase of residents and businesses.   I also have concerns of 
the impact the strip club will have on the use of the hotel and its 
attraction of undesirables to the town area. 
 
There are other concerns such as the expense/maintenance of 
roads ,water and sanitation, wet land expenses for the increase 
in population to the project area both now and in the 



2

future.  This appears to be a “Quick Fix” and an undesirable 
attempt to solve the problem. Other more practable ways 
should be explored to resolve tax concerns. 
 
Please do not destroy the historical  history and country 
atmosphere of our beautiful town by approving this project. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Anthony Maleski 
17 Dogwood Rd 
Tolland, CT 06084 
 
TEL 860 875 4085    



16 May 2016 

To: PZC Tolland Ct 

Re: PZC Application #16-2 

Dear Board, 

I was able to attend the PZC meeting of 09 May 2016 and derived from that meeting a much 

better idea of the developer’s intentions for the property under consideration. 

I have done some development in town in the past. I was involved in the development of the 

High Ridge Subdivision off of Crystal Lake Road and therefore I am sensitive to the developer’s 

needs as well as the property owners’ needs and the owners’ right to use their property. 

However, after hearing the presentation of 09 May, it is my opinion that the developer’s vision 

for the property in question is incongruent with the historic tenor of the immediate vicinity. The 

historic district is among our town’s primary assets. Every consideration should go into 

preserving not only the district, but in assuring that future development, especially 

commercialism, does not diminish the quaintness and beauty of our colonial village center.  

I am sure that much intelligence, thought, and introspection went into the establishment of the 

current zone for the properties in question. And, I am sure that process involved balancing the 

property rights of the owners with the need to preserve our historic center and its environs. 

After viewing the structures that the developer is proposing, it is my opinion that granting the 

changes sought by the developer, simply so that the developer may enhance his profitability, is 

contrary to the intentions of previous planners and the citizenry who participated in those 

decisions.  

It is my opinion that the property in question can be utilized in a fashion such that it 

complements the historic village district by blending a combination of colonial architecture with 

somewhat less intense residential coverage than is the vision of this developer.  

Therefore, it is my opinion that the commission should deny application #16-2. 

Thank you,  

 

Ralph Mazzarella  

16 Joe Sabbath Drive, 

 Tolland, Ct 

  

 



May 17, 2016 

 

 

FROM: Hollie Barnas 

  31 Tolland Green 

 

RE: TVA Public Comment 

 

Hello Planning & Zoning Commission members, 

 

I am writing this letter to ensure that my comments as a home owner of Tolland are recorded. I 

want it known that I have attended all public opportunities where the Developers have made their 

plans known, in two large screen presentations. The large screen allowed me to see and read all 

details presented. It also allowed me to see the gaps in the presentation that did not address the 

current zoning text change requests. Given the very limited time remaining for decision-making, 

I would like to state emphatically that it is not time to accept the proposal as is until the 

presented 4 gaps are understood and closed. It is my desire for all Tolland citizens to know what 

they will get and that your decision will be an informed and beneficial one. 

 

Gap #1 – Proposal is scaled to accommodate plans for increased population needs. This is a 

complete falsehood presented by the Developers which is misleading and on the verge of 

complete misrepresentation. The assumption that UConn’s technology/STEM focus will enhance 

making Tolland an innovation business technology hub, resulting in the need for added housing 

and a hotel that requires zoning text changes, is completely unsubstantiated.  I work at 

Connecticut’s largest commercial innovation and technology center and can tell you that staying 

in CT. as a business entity garners more conversation and bottom-line reviews than discussion on 

adding more. There are no (zero) incentives for a technology/innovation business start-up to 

come to CT, let alone Tolland. UConn does not have that pull when it comes to drawing business 

$. If built, the proposed housing will not be occupied by technology professionals as the 

Developer stated, and will not bring higher income professionals that will spend money on a few 

local retail shops and a restaurant. The risk for the zoning change requests if approved is that the 

TVA then becomes a building project scaled that Tolland businesses may never support. Tenants 

will become increasingly less professional, lower income or you will have empty building 

spaces. Empty building spaces are the most detrimental to Tolland’s character, perceptions and 

home owner equity. Given the experiences and conversations I have had on the decreased 

technology business interests in CT and the fact that the Developers themselves need Tolland to 

substantially improve its business sector for the highly opposed proposal to work, VOTE NO or 

set Tolland up for failure as a desired place to live.  

 

 

Gap #2 – there has yet to be a schematic or graphic representation of the proposal as it would 

actually appear to all Town residents. This is especially disconcerting since the gaps are for items 

that are the very reason the Developer is asking for the zoning changes. I find it unconscionable 

for you and the board to make a decision on a proposal that has yet to demonstrate what all town 

residents will actually be living with if the proposal is accepted. Would you buy a house only 

seeing a drawn picture that included only half of it?  This is just not reasonable, logical, factual 



or appropriate. And a decision without a full review of “Actual” depictions is irresponsible at 

best. Equally irresponsible is to allow the Developers to say no because it is costly? Destroying 

the character of a Town will also be costly. I know the Commission is better than this and 

therefore, implore you to make the right decision—with actual facts made available by the 

individuals who are asking for zoning changes. 

 

Gap #3 – The Developers portrayed themselves as municipal tax experts at the last public PZC 

meeting in reference to their zoning proposal. This was allowed and completely out of order 

however, since they presented their facts, I suggest you postpone your decision until you have 

had an opportunity to do your fact checking and due diligence as well. I did and can tell you that 

the Developer’s proposed tax benefit will not be a benefit IF their proposal went through due to 

the zoning changes. It is the zoning changes themselves, which would create an economic offset 

of the benefit due to increased services costs because of the massiveness of the project scale. 

There is no financial balanced equation of profitability for Town residents, as a tax relief or any 

other means. In fact, if there is any tax advantage given to the Developers (not an uncommon 

practice), Tolland’s home owners will be required to bear an even heavier financial burden than 

today’s tax demand. With Tolland’s growth boom heading in the opposite direction (more 

unoccupied built space and fewer housing starts then in recent years), the future tax burden may 

cause more move-outs than move-ins. See Gaps 1 & 2. 

 

Gap #4 – Environmental destruction. The massive building proposal will disrupt 2 endangered 

species areas known in Tolland. Tolland’s next generation will grow up with commercial 

buildings and more concrete than outdoor education experiences of a still preserved natural 

environment in harmony with a living population. Once destroyed, it cannot be recovered. 

Endangered species areas map attached.   

 

In preparation, should a decision be made that DOES NOT align with preservation of the town’s 

character, current historic district’s image, or the facts enclosed in this letter, I have had my 

house appraised. Owning an historic home on Tolland’s beloved Green is a responsibility to 

preserve the Town’s character for the people who live in the town, however, if the PZC doesn’t 

care, why should I? Vote No. 

 

Thank you for your time and I sincerely hope you will make the decision you can live with, 

 

Hollie  
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Heidi Samokar

From: vtsdmailer@vt-s.net on behalf of pamirod@yahoo.com
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:56 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: [Town of Tolland CT] Zoning Changes for Proposed Hotel and Retail

Hello hsamokar, 
 
Pam Roderick (pamirod@yahoo.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(http://www.tolland.org/user/421/contact) at Town of Tolland CT. 
 
If you don't want to receive such e‐mails, you can change your settings at http://www.tolland.org/user/421/edit. 
 
Message: 
 
Hi, 
I am shocked and dismayed with the proposed development in Tolland.  I can believe that anyone would even entertain 
the idea of constructing a hotel adjacent to a "strip club" when you wouldn't even change the zoning to allow a drive up 
window at the Dunkin' Donuts! 
 
The zoning board seems more concerned about where people put signage to promote their businesses than plans that 
will ultimately change the things that made Tolland one of the 28 best towns to live in in the US. 
 
Tolland is a beautiful farming community with much to offer it's residents. I have lived here for more than 30 years and 
loved every minute. I cannot believe that anyone who loves our town would want to make such drastic changes. 
 
Sincerely, 
Pamela J. Roderick 
117 Walbridge Hill Road 
 



To the Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
I am against changing our zoning laws to accommodate the developer for 
the “Tolland Village Area”.  If you change them you will open the doors for 
other developers.  This will not be the only development with 5 story 
buildings, 300 foot long buildings and shorter setback limits.  Is this really 
what we want our town to become? 
 
There is no evidence our community can support any additional commercial 
establishments. The number of empty commercial store buildings in 
Tolland is a good indication that businesses cannot survive.  The residential 
part of this development is also a problem.  How many homes are for sale 
in Tolland and how many houses are standing empty.  We already had to 
establish a committee to try and assess the blight problem. 
 
We are being told UCONN will support it.  They already have their new 
shopping and housing development.  Why shop in Tolland when they have 
all they need right in Storrs.  We would have nothing different to offer.   
  
At this time you better think long and hard about this development.  Sat., 
May 14th, Hartford Courant had an article “Online Up, Stores Down” which 
says more buyers use internet sites for shopping. (Article attached).  Also, 
there have been several articles about businesses leaving Connecticut 
including technology businesses (GE). 
 
What guarantee does our community have that this is going to be 
economically good for us?  This developer keeps repeating that he needs 
this, that, and other changes to make it economically feasible for him.  
What about the people who live in Tolland.  Do we want to take a chance 
on his sales pitch?  
 
Please listen to us, your community, and the people of Tolland. 
 
Joann Mayer 
123 Old Stafford Road 
Tolland 
 
May 17, 2016 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Yolanda <knody8@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 8:04 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: UConn project

We are against this project as it does not fit in the vision of how Tolland should be. It was decided years ago that the 
Green was center of Tolland's vision. The old time kind of vintage Green.  Dunkin Donuts was not allowed to have a drive 
thru because it doesn't fit. Why does a five story village fit just across the street? Everyday on getting on the highway on 
your way to work you will have to look at what happened to our quaint top of the list town? Do people realize that the 
people making the choices for us and our town don't live in Tolland? Once all is said an done we will have to live with it 
but they will just move on to the next town!  We on the other hand will have to deal with bigger police department, fire 
department, public works and a big mess! Nothing will ever be the same. 
 
Dave, Yolanda and Kelley Dimmock 
Sent from Yolanda 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Theresa Campanelli-Miner <tcmwbm@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 9:48 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Planned developement

I am writing to say thank you to the two board members that seemed to take our concerns seriously, and shared these 
along with questions at the last meeting. 
 
I think you  can see from the last meeting that many of us in Tolland are not opposed to developing that land. We are 
however, expecting it be done within the guidelines that have already been set and agreed upon. These guidelines have 
been set for a reason, to guard against reckless and destructive building. 
 
I must admit I am having a very hard time trusting the developer presenting this plan.  It would appear we have yet to 
see an actual design of what he is proposing.  The design does seem to change at each meeting so far, but no display is 
the actual design.  I understand we would like to develop this land, but by his own testimony, his plan had relied on 
many uncontrollable factors, i.e., people working in the town, wanting to live in this same town, not planning on having 
children, ect. 
 
We must remember that this is not the only developer, and that this is not something to take lightly and rush into. Once 
the land is cleared, there is no putting this back together. Once the hotel is built, if it is not profitable, you cannot restore 
the area, as you can see by the unprofitable hotel at UCONN, which is now a dorm. 
 
Please keep this in mind as you make some very important decisions that affect all of us. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Theresa Campanelli‐Miner 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Peter Anderson <peterand5234@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 7:56 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: TVA Zone

To whom it may concern; 
 My name is Peter Anderson, PCA Associates LLC, and I own property in the TVA Zone at 59 Merrow Rd. 
Tolland, Ct. As far as the zoning request to raise the building height in the TVA Zone I am against the change. I 
do not believe that it will blend or serve any purpose into Tollands future plans. I agree we need more 
commerce but going up to 6 stories plus roof topper is not the answer. We are being "bullied" from this 
company to make more changes to the charter and again, I am against this.  
Thank you, Peter Anderson, PCA Associates LLC 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Michelle Blackburn <mblackburn@fairwaymc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 2:39 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Tolland PZC - Zoning requests for TVA

Dear Ms. Samokar, 
 
My name  is Michelle Blackburn.  I  live  at 55  Stuart Drive  in Tolland.  I purchased  this home  just over  a  year  ago but
relocated  to Tolland almost 4 years ago.  I really enjoy  this  town and  intentionally chose  to settle here because  it  is a 
small town. My family and I have been welcomed by the community and have quickly been able to plug  in to many of
the available things such as Tolland Youth Football and Cheer, Dance Express, Tri‐town gymnastics, Tolland Lacrosse and 
all  the offerings within  the Tolland Public Schools as well as  the River of Life Christian Fellowship.   Tolland has many 
things to offer for a small town and anything not available in town is easily accessibly in a neighboring town or city. I try
to spend my money within Tolland but do have  to go outside  for certain  things.  I will shop at  the hardware store or
Booma's instead of going to Lowes. As a parent, my concerns typically focus on the schools and offerings and safety. As a
homeowner,  I have valid concerns about my taxes  increasing each year  I  live here.  It  impacts my ability to be able to
afford  to stay.  I have  lived other places  that had more amenities and  I believe  that Tolland could benefit  from  some
responsible growth. I am in favor of seeing that growth. 
 
I am writing to express my concern as a citizen of this town with regard to the request for zoning and text changes by 
the Developer that is interested in developing the TVA area. 
 
I have been doing my very best to research this and read everything I can and attend the meetings. I am concerned that 
the PZC already changed the zoning for this area in June of 2015 and the request now is an additional ask for no other 
reason than profit for the developer. The initial design concept 2009 is beautiful and would be ideal for this community. 
Town homes and condos for sale  and not rentals would be more ideal or a much smaller rental pool. 
 
I am very concerned as to the integrity of the developer as I have heard him “pitch” this project three different ways and 
none of it appears to benefit Tolland. He spoke at Crandall park about UCONN. At the first meeting, he specifically state 
that they would disallow undergrads which goes against fair housing and is discriminatory and could leave the Town 
open to lawsuits. At the second meeting, he spoke about Nerac and bringing tech business in. That has not been vetted 
and there are no companies coming to Tolland to fill those apartments. Companies are leaving CT, not pounding down 
the door to come establish themselves here. I believe that is an empty promise that is outside of the control of the 
developer and of Tolland. I am very concerned that this developer stated that he would put 313 apartments in right now 
per current zoning because I feel that he may not be at all committed to a mixed use development project with 
commercial and retail businesses to benefit the town. I am not in favor of a high density of transient apartments as this 
will  
increase our population without decreasing our tax burden. In fact, we will have to pay to increase the infrastructure to 
support the needs of this community.  
 
I am not in favor of the request to allow the building height to be expanded to 5 stories (above a garage) with the 
additional 15 foot dormers. 
I believe this is too tall to fit within our current look and feel in Tolland and burdens the infrastructures in place that 
would need to be able to serve the community. The Fire Chief’s letter was a deciding factor for me in terms of this 
particular request. 
 
In the first meeting, the developer requested a zone changing to the space allow from a hotel to an adult establishment. 
I do not believe that this should be granted. It goes against the grain of the community and the type of folks that live 
here. 
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I am concerned about the request to allow the specific zoning changes on one side of the road but not the other, using 
the road level as the defining measure.  I think that is spot zoning and exclusionary for any real, fair growth for Tolland in 
the future. 
 
I am not in favor of the tax abatement that is being floated around in the developers documents. That will cause undo 
burden to the community and leaves no accountability with this developer. He can build it and sell it off and leave the 
town and the next owner to clean up the mess it will create. 
 
I am concerned about the transportation Hub and zip cars and shuttle buses running very late into the evening.  That 
doesn’t benefit Tolland at all. 
 
I am not in favor of the road setback request. Tolland doesn’t have very many streetlights or sidewalks and being too 
close to the road could be problematic as well as unappealing.  
 
I am concerned about the environmental impact of the use of wetlands. One the reasons I move to Tolland was the 
beautiful nature. 
 
I am concerned that the appropriate studies for feasibility have not been completed prior to this developer asking for 
these changes. These changes will change Tolland in a major way and should be carefully examined through studies prior 
to approval. 
 
I ask that you please consider these concerns as you decide on the zoning requests made by this developer. I believe 
Tolland can and should do better than what is being offered. 
 
I am attaching a link to a site of a new urban development, mixed use community that is incredibly successful where I 
used to live as an example of how this could work and benefit Tolland. The name of this project is Baxter Village. It is 
mixed use. The retail and commercial spaces are in the front “town center” and it is walkable. The homes, not 
apartments are in the back and there are three sets of access so residents can by pass the front village town center and 
just go home. I used this village all the time when I lived there – for shopping, eating, etc. The YMCA and Town Library 
were in the front of the village also. The homes are built to respect the design in South Carolina and mimic Charleston 
row houses, most with double porches. This is the ONE part of Fort Mill, SC that got it right. There are dedicated green 
spaces and parks also, which is a must when the homes are this close together and there are smaller yards for play and 
pets.  
Fort Mill, SC overdeveloped so bad that the schools were over burdened and the kids attended classes in trailers in the 
back. Many homeowners lost their front yards to road expansion and this year, they finally placed a moratorium on 
building due to over growth and development. It was a small farm town (one high school). It is now the size and 
population of Manchester or Hartford (three high schools). I used it as an example to persuade my husband on moving 
back to New England (I was raised in Mass). I told him specifically that folks in New England respect the land and that he 
would not see new development after new development destroying nature. I hope I was right.  
I was raised in Westfield, MA. I know first hand how damaging a college can be to a town. 
 
http://www.clearspringsdevelopment.com/properties‐portfolio/baxter‐village/ 
 
http://www.baxtertowncenter.com/ 
 
Respectfully, 
Michelle Blackburn 
55 Stuart Drive 
Tolland, CT 06084 
803‐372‐2980 
M.LG.32@hotmail.com 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Gineo, Philip <GineoP@AETNA.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 2:55 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Cc: pgineo@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Tolland Gateway Project

Hi, My name is Philip Gineo, I live on 43 Cervens Road in Tolland.  I’d like to go on record stating my disapproval on the 
proposed Tolland Gateway Project zoning amendments.  Any development in the Tolland Gateway area must abide by 
the current zoning requirements established for that area.  Regards, Phil     
 

Phil Gineo 
ⓅⒼ 👓 
43 Cervens Road 
Tolland, Connecticut 06084 

 

This e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information. If you think you have received this e-mail in 
error, please advise the sender by reply e-mail and then delete this e-mail immediately. Thank you. Aetna 
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Heidi Samokar

From: John Durand <JohnD@leed-himmel.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 4:42 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: potential commercial development behind SUBWAY

TOLLAND Planning & Zoning Commission               May 18, 2016 
 
In a nut shell, I implore you to avoid falling for the “revenue stream” spin 
and selling the town out for “potential” commercial income. 
 
Some of you know me and my wife Carol as people who have worked on Conservation, open space & preserving  
the RURAL CHARACTER of Tolland.  We have participated in developing the plan of conservation and development,  
revising the town charter and being proactive in advocating for controlled development to preserve the country character  
and village feel of Tolland.  We agree some commercial development must be allowed in the only designated areas 
available,  
albeit, development that fits the character of the town.  This proposal does not!  
 
This proposal is 180 degrees to the nature of Tolland.  We fought very hard to put in place the 300’ distance from a strip 
club 
specifically to avoid this type proposal. We tried to eliminate this business as it is not something a majority of residents 
wanted  
in town.  The idea of a hotel/motel next to this business is appalling and should in itself eliminate this proposal from 
consideration.  
 
We do not need this kind of image and/or money ……….. it should be summarily rejected. Yes we failed to pass a Budget 
on vote #1,  
however, this project will end up causing more traffic problems, more intrusion by outsiders, more services 
(fire/roads/plowing/police/ 
Government etc.) with a net positive return that is not worth changing the entire character of Tolland. A good spot for this 
proposal  
would be down by the old sports complex or across I-84.  Not the entrance to Tolland. 
 
Further, if we do have commercial development on this property, it should look like a village, perhaps barn type buildings 
with Victorian  
and/or saltbox designed retail businesses.  This is the GATE WAY to Tolland, the 1st look if you will.  This proposal,  in 
size, height, shape,  
and concept does not present Tolland as a Rural Village.  Perhaps you’ll recognize this: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I implore all of you to avoid dismantalling a core concept that a great many residents have worked 
very hard to structure over the last decade.  Do not throw all that effort and participation down the 
drain for a "promise" of the almighty dollar.  This is the root cause of suburban sprall.  Most of us 
did not move to or decide to reside in Tolland because we wanted a "modern City".   
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Protect and Preserve 1st, allow growth grudgingly.   
 
Thank you for your attention, 
 
John A. Durand, Jr. 309 Sugar Hill Rd. Tolland, Ct  860.871.6372 
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Heidi Samokar

From: vtsdmailer@vt-s.net on behalf of Irisheaglejohn@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 6:47 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: [Town of Tolland CT] TVA zoning changes

Hello hsamokar, 
 
John O'Neill (Irisheaglejohn@aol.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(http://www.tolland.org/user/421/contact) at Town of Tolland CT. 
 
If you don't want to receive such e‐mails, you can change your settings at http://www.tolland.org/user/421/edit. 
 
Message: 
 
My name is John O'Neill and I live at 39 Pilgrim Drive and I wanted to voice my opinion on the proposed zoning changes 
in the TVA. 
I have read about the proposed changes and listened to the conversations at the public hearings and researched all that 
I could and after all of that I have decided that I cannot support any more changes to the TVA. Anything beyond the 
current regulations will not in any way fit into the character of the town, enhance the town or be a suitable gateway into 
the town. 
I respectfully request that you do not change the current regulations for the Tolland Village Area and if that causes the 
current developer to back out, so be it. We will need to continue the search for a developer who can develop the TVA 
with the current regulations in a way that does not detract from this beautiful town. 
Sincerely, 
John G. O'Neill 
39 Pilgrim Drive 
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Heidi Samokar

From: drjoe.nowinski@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 7:34 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Proposed zoning ammendments

This is to register my opposition to the proposed zoning ammendments relative to the plan submitted for the Tolland 
Village Area. I do not support the plan as presented and believe it should be subject to a town wide referendum as its 
impact would be quite severe.  
Thank you.  
 
Joe Nowinski PhD 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Tim Sommers <tntsommers@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 9:01 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Thoughts regarding the proposed zoning changes in the TVA

Dear Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission,                                          5/16/2016 

                            

First let me thank you for all the time and effort that you have put into weighing the pros and cons of passing 
the requested zoning changes. These are huge considerations with far lasting consequences, and I am sure you 
are not taking that lightly.  

 

On May 9th, I attended the second public hearing regarding the proposed zoning changes for the Tolland Village 
Area. I am writing you to share my thoughts after hearing what was presented and discussed.  

 

I am not totally opposed to development within the Tolland Village Area. However, I strongly believe it should 
be done in a manner that will enhance our beautiful little town, not overpower or detract from what is already 
here. The architect has stated that he has designed facades that he feels are in keeping with New England 
architecture. I would challenge the notion that these are “New England like” by asking, in how many other 
small New England towns have you seen towering 5 story buildings that are 300 feet long? Buildings of that 
size do not belong in small rural towns such as Tolland, they belong in built up commercialized areas or cities. 
One could say an elephant is a dog, but no matter what you call it, it’s still an elephant. 

 

I also believe that Tolland should not allow ANY developer to build structures that our emergency responders 
cannot efficiently or effectively cover. At the meeting Chief Littell came forward to elaborate on comments that 
had been previously submitted to the PZC. In speaking Chief Littell indicated that a platform truck would be the 
safest to have on scene for both the residents and the firefighters themselves. Being that the town budget has 
already been defeated once, it is obvious that purchasing an additional truck, even one that can be refurbished, 
would not be possible. While other fire companies could be called upon for mutual aid, they may not be 
available due to lack of manpower (UConn) or 35 minutes away (Manchester). Lost minutes could result in lost 
lives. The notion of sprinklers and new fire retardant building materials was brought up, but just as Chief Littell 
noted, mechanical failures do and will happen. So again, if Tolland cannot safely, and efficiently deal with an 
emergency given the requested zoning changes that will allow the buildings to be five stories tall, then they 
should not be built, and the zoning change requests should be denied.   

As for Mr. DePecol’s newest presentation at the meeting where by he responded to six complaints voiced by 
various town residents, I found it to be at times presumptuous, if not downright condescending at times. While 
it is true that Litchfield county and Tolland county have similarities in their demographics, it is laughable to 
compare Roxbury to Tolland. That is like saying that because an apple and orange are both round, they are the 
same. There are vast differences between the Roxbury and Tolland, mostly we are missing the millionaires that 
live there. If you are going to compare us to another town, at least pick one that is truly comparable.  
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At one point Mr. DePecol stated it was “necessary” to have the TVA in place if we hope to draw business in. I 
question that statement. Nothing says that the people who would work at a business that comes into the 
technology corridor will want to live in Tolland. Perhaps years ago that was true, but in this day and age, people 
think nothing of commuting from their existing community or working remotely.  

 

In rebutting the notion that his TVA doesn’t belong in Tolland he stated “that argument went out the window 
when interstate 84 came through with its clover leaf”. Seriously, just because a town has on and off ramps from 
an expressway in a rural area that means 5 story buildings have to be built here? I would disagree with that 
whole heartedly.  

 

With regard to how his site plan compares to the site plan that was originally conceived by the community a 
number of years ago, he said his plans “are almost identical except for height and width.” I am not sure how he 
could make such a statement given that not only will his buildings be vastly taller and longer, but they are 
proposed to be very close to Merrow road. In the original concept sketch, there is a green buffer or set back 
between the buildings and Merrow Road. That is a requirement that I would highly recommend that PZC 
require of any developer. Obscuring the buildings of any large scale commercial area so close to the Village 
Green would help the green maintain its historic charm, which is a key component of our beautiful little town.  

 

Finally Mr. DePecol again stated that he can definitely keep undergraduates from renting the apartments. Does 
the PZC want to gamble on that actually happening?  And what if he actually can legally find a way to keep the 
students out, what happens when he sells this property, will the next owner abide by that same philosophy? At 
that point the town will have no say, but will have to deal with the fallout if a large number of college students 
move in.  

 

Mr. DePecol was already granted zoning changes earlier this year, and yet he is still not satisfied. His need for 
the largest possible profit is what is driving him to try and make this project bigger and grander, he is not 
building this because he loves Tolland. The town has made several concessions, but he has only conceded on 
one small issue by withdrawing the drive though request. If these changes are granted, not only would Mr. 
DePecol be able to build massive buildings, but so would any other developer. And does Tolland want to be 
viewed as the town that will grant any developer changes in order to keep them from walking away? The town 
should not be the one that constantly concedes, not if it hopes to preserve the setting that makes Tolland so 
wonderful. Constantly making zoning changes to appease those who want to build here definitely sends the 
wrong message.  

 

Change is inevitable, and can be a good, if done in the right way. Very often change is entered into too quickly 
and regret soon follows. Before you make your decision regarding whether or not these second round zoning 
changes should be approved, please ask yourselves the following questions. First, if these are approved and Mr. 
DePecol constructs his proposed development, will it be because it is right for Tolland and it’s citizens, or will 
it be fear driven because you are afraid no one else will ever want to develop that particular piece of land? An 
important decision such as this, that has long lasting ramifications for every citizen of this town, should not be 
fear based. Second, if these changes are granted despite the significant residential opposition, what kind of 
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message does that send to the residents of Tolland? That our town officials will do whatever is in the best 
interest of a few people (including those like Mr. DePecol that do not live here), and disregard the wishes of the 
majority of the citizens of Tolland? Much is at stake, not only physical changes that cannot easily be undone 
and will impact generations to come, but also the trust between the residents and town officials.  

 

Thank you for your time, 

Tracey Sommers 

57 Morgan Lane 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Ania Muhlhauser <aniaset@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 9:14 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Pzc 

Hello, 
 
I am writing to let you know that I am in support of the development that is being proposed for Tolland. I feel that we 
are in need of new business and growth in our town. I feel that it's time for us to grow and take a chance for our future. 
Many of my friends and neighbors report the same.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Anna Muhlhauser  
Wildwood Rd  
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Brenda Falusi <bfalusi@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 9:26 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Amendments to TVA

Good Evening.  
 
I'll keep it very easy for you to tally my opinion, not in any special order 
 
I liked: 
Development in that area 
The walking area 
The mixed use 
The drive thru 
The hotel 
Buses - (better one bus than 10 cars or more) 
 
I didn't like 
The 5 stories - I'm not against any amount of stories, but I didn't like the look or feel of this rendering. I liked the look and 
feel of the original 3 story for the Village Area 
How close one of the buildings was to Merrow Road.  
 
Thanks  
 
Brenda Falusi 
4 Laurel Ridge Road 



May 18th 2016  
 

Heidi Samokar 

Director of Planning 

Tolland, CT 06084 

 

Heidi Samokar, 

I am writing in opposition of the proposed zone changes by NE Real 
Estate. Four and five story buildings will not fit into Tolland and the historic 
elements of our town, especially so close to 195.  With the 87 units being 
built on Anthony Road and another 300 plus apartments proposed, Tolland 
will need a major growth spurt to handle that housing increase.  In fact, 
UConn is having trouble housing students presently; it’s obvious to me 
Tolland will be used to help with their situation. Since no establishment 
wants empty units, rents would be lowered and criteria will be modified just 
to fill the units/apartments.  What data has been collected showing Tolland 
needs 400 new living units and can fill them all? 

Also, I am against the transportation hub. What data has been collected 
showing this would benefit Tolland not just UConn? The proposed zoning 
changes would NOT be in the best interest of Tolland and its residents.   

Keep the zoning as is and don’t allow the housing density to jump so 
dramatically. Gradual phases of building would allow growth at a 
responsible rate. This 300-year-old town has been here long before us and 
will remain long after us. We need to preserve this town for the future and 
make smart growth choices. 
Sincerely, 
 
Kristine Schmitz 
46 Nedwied Rd 
Tolland, CT 06084 

 







1

Heidi Samokar

From: Deb G <djgoetz15@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2016 12:03 AM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: Public Hearing regarding zoning amendment application by Mark DePecol

Dear Planning and Zoning Commission Chairperson and Members, 
 
1) On pg 6 of the 4/11/16 PZC meeting minutes, it is stated that "Mr. Powell noted that the PZC is not in the 
business of defining profit or cost, as that is outside their purview."  
2) Ms. Samokar has stated clearly and consistently that the current Public Hearing is strictly about Mark 
DePecol's application to amend Tolland's current zoning regulations.  She has stated it is not about a 
development as there is no proposal at this time. 
 
Please, therefore, disregard all testimony of the developer and architect at the last Public Hearing as irrelevant 
and outside the purview of the Commission. They spent considerable time discussing their version of the budget 
of Tolland  using unsubstantiated revenue and tax projections by a resident and compared Tolland to Roxbury 
which is completely irrelevant to the application submitted.  They also spent time detailing the salaries of Nerac 
employees, and providing his 3rd variation of what population would be filling the 5 story 300'wide apartment 
buildings he would build, details irrelevant to the zoning amendment application..  Revenue projections were 
given without an accurate representation of what the costs would be to the town and taxpayers but were 
irrelevant, anyway, as to the zoning application before the Commission as there is no proposal, therefore no way 
to calculate possible revenue. Mr. DePecol has also tried to make the argument that his proposed substantial and 
far reaching zoning amendments should be granted in order for development to ever occur in our Technology 
Zone, again irrelevant to the application before the Commission.  At the 1st Public Hearing, the developer and 
architect spent considerable time presenting a glossy sales presentation on a proposal which does not exist, but 
failed to provide the Commission with accurate representation of what the hotel would look like with the 
requested flat roof or what a 5 story 300' wide building would actually look like, important considerations for 
the amendments requested.  Reasons given for the amendments requested ranged from flexibility, profit or they 
felt they were in the spirit of the existing regulation.  Not very convincing arguments . 
 
 As our zoning regulations were just amended 11 months ago to create more flexibility for developers in the 
Tolland Village Zone, and the Design Advisory Board has found the amendments to be inappropriate for the 
area,  please deny all amendments requested. 
 
Thank you, 
Deb Goetz  
176 Kate Lane 
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Heidi Samokar

From: Devaney, Mark A. <Mark.A.Devaney@saint-gobain.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 8:12 PM
To: Heidi Samokar
Subject: RE: Gateway Design District

Dear Committee Members, 
 
We are writing today so that you will add us to the individuals who feel that intelligent development is needed in 
Tolland.  We have followed the meetings in the paper and read the minutes on line.  As is usually the case with change, 
it can bring out knee jerk reactions of fear.  A recent flyer was misleading and comments during your meetings smacked 
of  "we are in so shut the door behind me".  One individual stated that this would be "crass, ill‐thought, oversized and 
inappropriate Storrs North".  We disagree.  Does anyone think that what Storrs developed recently is worse than what 
was previously at that location?  UConn is one of the top level universities in New England, if not the country.  We have 
been remiss in not taking greater advantage of our proximity to UConn.    Sure, it would be nice to have tech companies 
and bio‐med companies move into this commercial area, but I see limited potential for that to occur.  Also, let's be 
honest, the current "gateway to Tolland" is less than stellar.  Just about anything would be better than what is there 
presently.  It is our opinion that the same individuals who consistently fight mill rate increases are the same who resist 
growth.  This town is lovely, but we have an interstate highway running through the middle of it.  Quality development 
at the off ramps will not degrade the unique characteristics of Tolland.    
We believe that regulated, thoughtful development is what we need.  We have been back in town for over 16 years 
(Laurie grew up here) and seen too many people resist all kinds of adjustments that would have led us to positive 
growth.  Please take a moment to think where we would be if we had marketed this commercial parcel more effectively 
ten years ago and what we could make of it over the next ten years.  Our potential for mill rate abatement is limited.  
Please think long and hard before turning this opportunity away.   
 
We thank you for your time commitment and consideration. 
Best Regards,   
 
Mark and Laurie Devaney 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Heidi Samokar [mailto:hsamokar@tolland.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 7:26 AM 
To: Devaney, Mark A. 
Subject: RE:Gateway Design District 
 
Hi Mark, 
 
Send you message to me and then I distribute it and enter it into the record. I'll need it by midnight tonight (Wed.). After 
that point, only verbal testimony will be accepted at Monday's public hearing. 
 
Heidi 
 
Heidi Samokar, AICP 
Director of Planning & Development 
Town of Tolland 
www.tolland.org 
hsamokar@tolland.org 
860‐871‐3601 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
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From: vtsdmailer@vt‐s.net [mailto:vtsdmailer@vt‐s.net] On Behalf Of mark.a.devaney@saint‐gobain.com 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 5:06 PM 
To: Heidi Samokar 
Subject: [Town of Tolland CT] Gateway Design District 
 
Hello hsamokar, 
 
Mark Devaney (mark.a.devaney@saint‐gobain.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(http://www.tolland.org/user/421/contact) at Town of Tolland CT. 
 
If you don't want to receive such e‐mails, you can change your settings at http://www.tolland.org/user/421/edit. 
 
Message: 
 
HOw would I send a message to the board members?  do they have email addresses? 
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