PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

TOLLAND, CONNECTICUT

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES OF JANUARY 7, 2008
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Richard Knight, Chair





Roseann Gottier, Vice Chair





Gael Stapleton, Secretary




Sue Errickson, Regular





Michael Cardin, Regular  (arrived at 7:15p.m.)




Marilee Beebe-Kostrun, Alternate





Jack Scavone, Alternate
OTHERS PRESENT:

Linda Farmer, Director of Planning & Community Development




Mary Ann Tuttle, Town Council member
CALL TO ORDER:   Mr. Knight called the meeting to order at 7:00p.m. in Conference Room A.
PLANNING MEETING
1. Discuss Scope of Plan of Conservation and Development update.  The Commission reviewed the Agreement for Professional Services by and between the Town of Tolland and Planimetrics, LLC.  Mr. Knight confirmed from Ms. Farmer that the Town Manager had reviewed the contract.  Mr. Knight said that while the Town Manager can be the only one to execute the contract, the wording of the contract agreement should be changed to be between the Tolland Planning and Zoning Commission and Planimetrics.  This correction should be noted globally throughout the contract.  He also said that any changes to the agreement cannot be made without PZC approval.  
In Item 1B on Page 1 of the contract, the words “and appropriation of the necessary funds” should be removed.  Additionally, authorization by should be changed from “the Town” to “the PZC.”

In Item 1C, Ms. Stapleton expressed concerns about substituting new study items for existing items.  She would want the PZC to review any suggested changes.  Mr. Knight said he also would not want to constrain themselves by saying that the consultant must concur with the substitutions.  Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said the consultant would want a voice in the decision, because a change might require a greater level of effort.  She said the Commission might want to insert a statement indicating that a substituted item needs to be one that requires an equal level of effort.  The phrase in the first sentence “subject to Consultant concurrence” shall be removed, and the last sentence will include at the end the wording, “provided there is no substantial change in the net scope of work.”
In Section V:  Meetings, Item B, Mr. Knight asked what “other purposes” the consultant would have for attending meetings.  Ms. Gottier said the consultant might attend other meetings to gather information.  Mr.  Knight said they should then change the wording “other purposes” to “or gathering information.”  Ms. Stapleton said it should be made clear that when the consultant is attending other meetings such as Town Council meetings, that the consultant is not representing the PZC at those meetings.  
In Section VI:  Work Products, Ms. Stapleton said that there should be specific references to the consultant producing the interactive website they discussed earlier as well as that the consultant will work with town staff on the GIS mapping.  Ms. Farmer said that Steve Lowrey will be working with the consultant on the community buildout analysis computer studies.  He will also work with them on the GIS mapping; however, it will be the consultant who produces the maps.  Ms. Gottier said the email component is very important to include because it will open the door to having many people provide input who would not otherwise come out for a town meeting.  

In Section VI, Item C, Mr. Knight said that the wording should indicate that the consultant will deliver to the Planning office (rather than the “Land Use Office”),  copies of all work products.  He said they should require copies of everything they do for us.  

In Section VI, Item A-2, the wording should be changed to:  electronic copies of final text products (such as discussion booklets, draft Plans and final Plans) “Word” format, and in source document format.  
In Section VIII, Method of Payment, while the contract was being changed globally to be between the Planning and Zoning Commission and Planimetrics, here it should be changed back to the Town or the “Town Financial Office” when referring to payments.  

In Section XIII, Employment Compliance, the wording should be changed to “The Consultant warrants that it is in full compliance with all local state, and federal employment affirmative action and equal opportunity requirements. 

In the Scope of Services, Phase I, Ms. Gottier asked that Ms. Farmer clarify the exact product 

the consultant will produce for the visual buildout.  With regard to the Issues Scoping, Ms. 
Errickson asked if the questionnaire to other commissions and agencies would be boilerplate or 
generated by PZC discussions.  Ms. Gottier said she would want input from other Boards and 
Commissions to be submitted to the PZC in written format.  Mr. Knight said he felt they need to 
have five institutional sources of information that the would relate to issues of interest to the plan.  
He said these five sources should be:
· Municipal information from the Town Manager and to include all the areas he is responsible for, such as Public Works, Recreation, and the Conservation Commission.
· The Superintendent of Schools

· The Economic Development Commission

· The Water Pollution Control Authority

· Both the Town water company and the Connecticut Water Company

Mr. Knight said he felt these five groups should provide them with information on their planned infrastructure expansion over the next ten years as well as what major institutional changes they would expect.  Ms. Errickson said she felt it would be a mistake not to talk to the Recreation Board directly about their plans.  Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said they should have interaction with the various groups and invite them to speak to the PZC directly.  Otherwise, the information gathering would likely end up getting delegated completely to Linda Farmer, the Director of Planning and Community Development.  Mr. Knight suggested they send out five letters asking these groups what they foresee as their major land uses and needed facilities over the next ten years.  Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said they would want to avoid open-ended questions in their communications with these groups.  Ms. Errickson suggested that Planimetrics might be able to guide them about what kind of information they might want to look for from these groups.  Referring to Mr. Knight’s suggestion that the Superintendent of Schools be one of the sources of information, Mary Ann Tuttle from the Town Council said if they send a letter, it should be to the comparable elected body—the Board—rather than the Superintendent, and that the PZC could either copy in the Superintendent or let the Board forward it on themselves.  Mr. Knight disagreed; Ms. Errickson suggested that it is not necessary to decide this item at this time.  The Commission agreed to change the second bulletin in Issues Scoping from “Questionnaire” to “Request for Information.”  The Commission also agreed to strike the fourth bullet for now, “Interviews with selected department heads.”
In the Phase I, Conditions/Trends section, Ms. Stapleton questioned what the PZC is asking for in the update of fiscal information.  Ms. Farmer said this would be a variety of information including grand list, census data, and budget information.  

Under Conservation Strategies, Original Research in Phase I, Ms. Stapleton said that a bullet for “Transportation” should be included.  Ms. Farmer said this has been included in the Infrastructure Strategies Phase, which appears later in the contract on Page 7 under Phase II.  However, she said they could add a bullet in Phase I for this.  Mr. Knight also suggested adding a bullet for “Community Affordability.”  He said the law allows them to link affordability to development but he is uncertain how to go about this.  Ms. Farmer said she felt Affordability does not belong under Conservation, but rather under Development; likewise, she said Transportation belongs under Infrastructure.  
Mr. Knight questioned why they would even need a public meeting about Conservation Strategies, and the Commission agreed to remove this or add a meeting on a different topic at another time.  

Ms. Farmer noted that on Page 7, the cut and paste of bullets in Phases II and III for Public Meetings needs to be corrected to reflect the bullets under Original Research in each phase.  Mr. Scavone said he feels there are an inordinate number of public meetings in the contract at a cost of $2,500 each and that these meetings tend to draw the same vocal minority of people each time who invariably stack the deck, which is not necessarily indicative of the desires of the entire town.  Ms. Gottier said this is why the email component is very important as it should generate feedback from more diverse groups of residents.  Ms. Farmer said this is also where a statistically accurate phone survey comes into play.  

Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said she does not agree with the order of topics the consultant has laid out and asked if they could pose the question to Glenn Chalder why he listed Conservation first.  She suggested they could assess Conservation, Development, and Infrastructure all in Phase I in a comprehensive way.  Mr. Knight said the amount of work done in Phase I would need to be lighter due to the amount of money at hand.  He said he felt, however, that everything that was in the prior plan should be included in Phase I of the new plan.  He said when they show the buildout and the super-infrastructure, it will be clear that the Town cannot be sustainable from an economic perspective.  Therefore, they need a hook in the POCD so they can relate actions in Planning and Zoning of controlling and managing growth to the fiscal health of the town.  Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said she felt their job is to acquire data, but not to tell people what to think of the data.  Ms. Stapleton said what needs to come out of the report is the information that shows how little commercial development impacts the tax base.  
The Commission discussed the Public Meeting sections of Phase II, under both the Development and Infrastructure Strategies sections.  They agreed that while members of Boards and Commissions are welcome as part of the public to attend these meetings, the emphasis should be on inviting the public.  Therefore, the wording in both of these sections should be changed to read “Invite the public to provide input …”

Ms. Stapleton said she wants to make sure they engage some of the silent voices in the community like seniors, and especially the youth in town.  She would like to see Planimetrics make a connection with high school students.  Ms. Beebe-Kostrun said one of the problems they have encountered with this is that it is often hard to keep students’ interest, because they expect things to happen at a faster pace, and also that by the time things begin to happen, they are graduating and moving on.  Ms. Errickson said it would be good to engage young people who have left town for school or other venues, and then returned to town.  Ms. Stapleton said the interactive website would be a good tool to engage students.  
In the Original Research section of the Infrastructure Strategies Phase, there was discussion whether Community Facilities should be broken down into the various facilities, such as Municipal, Recreational, and Educational, with separate bullets or with these three types of facilities put in parentheses.  Additionally, Vehicular Transportation should have “roads” put after it in parentheses, and Utility Infrastructure can be clarified with “water, sewer, gas, electric, and geothermal, etc.” in parentheses.  

Ms. Farmer said she would bring all of these changes to Planimetrics to revise accordingly.

2. Discuss proposed revision to Plan of Conservation & Development to include Tolland Gateway/South Green Area study and possible Zoning Regulation revisions.  Ms. Stapleton said she felt the addition of B8 on Page 12 seems vague and an antithesis of what they want in the area.  Ms. Farmer said she took the wording verbatim from the Tolland Gateway/South Green Area study.  Ms. Stapleton said they need to link this statement to the character of the town.  The following sentence needs to be added to the end of B8:  “Such development should be consistent with the character of the town.”
Mr. Knight said they need to prepare a single vision, controlled, identified document that is referenced by date and page and kept on file in the Town office.  

The second bullet under B8 should be revised to read:  “Plan for more intense development along Interstate 84 in the South Green Area that is consistent with New England village architecture.”
On Page 15, Section E:  Transportation, the added item E6 should be revised to read:  “Ensure any development provides cross easements and shared rights of way to provide access management for future developments.”
On Page 49, Economic Development Opportunities, the added Item 12 should be revised to read:  “Implement strategies outlined in the Gateway/South Green Area Study through consideration of market potential, amendments to the Zoning Regulations, and other appropriate actions.  
3. Distribution of packets.  Ms. Farmer distributed packets to Commissioners in preparation for the January 14, 2008 Regular meeting.

4. Motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:15 p.m.  Motion was unanimously approved.

Respectfully submitted,

Annie Gentile

Clerk
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