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to have as much time as you want. By law they are entitled
to...

Former Mayor Tony Marino
Mr. Chairman...

Chm Gionfriddo
No. You are out of order. Go stand in the back of the

room Tony [Marino] I have not recognized you.

Former Mayor Tony Marino
Can 1 ask one question, in all decency to the people who

are here.

Chm Gionfriddo

Excuse me. I informed you at the beginning of the meeting,
if you were here, that there were no additional chairs
to be had. And, I am sorry, I cannot do anything about
that.

Former Mayor Marino
Well, I think, in all fairness to the people, could you

alternate the speakers?

Chm Gionfriddo
Come on, Tony [Marino]. Would you allow me  to ask the

question I was going to ask? I am going to try to elicit,
from Attorney Karpel...

Former Mayor Marino
You are losing people who were going to speak...who cannot

speak. It is not fair...

Chm Gionfriddo
Excuse me, excuse me. Tony...You know, I find this action

on your part extremely rude because I interrupted Attorney

Karpel to elicit information for your benefit. Okay. I
was trying to find out, for the benefit of the publie,
how long his presentation is going on. And that type of
behavior serves no purpose for anybody. It does not benefit
you to us, or does not benefit anybody. You are going
to be allowed, if you want to speak until 4:00 o'clock
in the morning, we are going to sit here and listen. If

we continue ¢this for another meeting, you want to talk
for seven hours, you are going to be given that opportunity,
and, excuse me, and they are, by law, allowed to have the
same courtesy and if this Commission were to try in any
way to curtail their presentation it would be jeopardizing
any decision we make, and I am not about to do that. And
1 do not think the public would want us to do that either.
What I am trying to find out from Attorney Karpel, for
the benefit of the public, who has been here this long,
approximately how long his presentation will be and, if
possible, whether it can be expedited. 1 want you to
understand, if he gives an indication of a time and it
is not suitable for you to remain, this public hearing
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will not be closed this evening. The public hearing will
be continued to the next meeting. Anybody who is not given
the opportunity, or cannot remain to speak this evening,
will have that opportunity at the next meeting. Nobody
should feel that they are not going to be heard because
this has gone on this long. Now, I am trying to accommodate
people the best 1 can, but we have to, by law, do things

in a proper manner. Nobody would want us to do something,
to cause any decision this body makes, to be overturned
on a technicality. ©Now, could you give us some indicatiom,

and for members of the public, some indication of when
you think your presentation will be over?

Attorney Karpel
Steve [Gionfriddo]

Chm Gionfriddo
And, 1 cannot ask you to stick to it to the minute,

obviously.

Attorney Karpel

I am going to try to finmish up as quickly as possible.
I think that you have to be reminded this issue and these
matters are as important to us as they are to anybody here
this evening. And, we feel that there have been significant
issues that have been presented to us that it is necessary
to cover. 1 was going to ask if Tony [Marino]} had not
been here earlier, I would go back and begin again, but
I do not think that that would be appropriate. I think
it will only take me a few minutes to finish up. But...

Chm Gionfriddo
But you have other people besides you. What I am trying
to get is a general idea of how long you assume...

Attorney Karpel
We estimated that from the time we started to the time

we finished would be approximately an hour and forty-five
minutes.

Chm Gionfriddo
Tony [Marino] you may not ask a question.

Former Mayor Tony Marino
Steve [Gionfriddo] let us be fair about this whole thing.

Why can't we alternate speakers...

Chm Gionfriddo

How can you...wait a minute. How can you alternate speakers.
He is in the middle of making a proposal. The proponent
is entitled to make his proposal.

Former Mayor Marino
It will not curtail his presentation.
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Chm Gionfriddo
Yes it will, Tony. The proponent is entitled to make his

proposal. Those who are in opposition will be given as
much time as they need. Those who are still here tonight,
if they want to speak until 3:00 o'clock we will listen.
If they want to come back the next meeting, we will listen.
We are not going to curtail the proponent from speaking.
I am not trying to insult the public. The public who has
been here meeting after meeting knows that the Planning
and Zoning Commission does everything in its power to make
sure that procedurally we do things properly. Okay. So,
for the benefit of the public, we are going to try to move
this as quickly as we can. We will listen to anybody who
wants to remain and those people who feel for whatever
reason they cannot remain, the public hearing is going
to be continued until March 11, 1987. We will do the best
we can, try to bear with us. We all have families and other places
we would like to be as well. We are making the sacrifice
the same as you are and we do it a Jlot more than once a
month. Okay. Go ahead.

Attorney Karpel
I probably could have finished my presentation in the time

that we just spent discussing it. I would like to go back
rand pick up and I am going to, in deference to the fact
that I wunderstand other people would 1like to speak, and
I am going to have to sit and listen to everybody else,
and, hopefully, with maybe some more courtesies then I
think I have been shown. The issue I was trying to raise
before the interruption was what I consider to be the
companion issues to the true 1issue before you tonight,
which I think is density. The companion issues being traffic
and wutilities. First, let me talk about traffic. Any
development of our site at all certainly is going to increase
traffic. The site 1is presently wundeveloped. The issue
is not whether traffic will be 1increased. Again, bear
in mind, I am trying to bring to you at least my version
of the legal issues that you have to consider. 1Increase
in traffic is not a detriment to a zone change. The courts
have said time and time again, in Connecticut, that the
question 1is not whether traffic will be increased, but
whether the existing roads have a capacity to accommodate
that increased traffic without becoming congested. Now
our traffic expert is going to get into a full discussion
of what the road will bear and what his observations have
indicated. Congestion or lack of <congestion certainly
does not mean that everybody always pulls out and never
gets backed up at a traffic light. Congestion has to deal
with the acceptable level of capacity for a road to handle.
And 1 will leave that to Mr. Morra in a few minutes. 1
will say that I think if you have taken the time to read
our traffic report you will see that it concludes that
the roadway systems can adequately accommodate the very
small increase in traffic volume to be anticipated by the
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zone change and our subsequent use of it for condominiums.
There 1is another legal point I want to make to you, and
I think that this is very important. Our zone change request
requires no changes to Route 17. You can change the zone
.to M without there being any need to widen Route 17. It
is our proposal for the specific use of the site that our
traffic engineer concludes requires a widening of Route

17. Bear in mind that if you change the zone to M ours
is not the only plan that could be developed. We
specifically developed a plan that has only one access
on South Main Street. Another plan might have another

access on Brown Street, Randolph Road and South Main Street.
If that were the case I am sure that we would not have
to widen Route 17. So it 1is only our specific proposal
under our application for special exception that leads
us to the conclusion that you need to widen Route 17 and
we would anticipate that if you were to approve our site
plan you would approve it with the conditions that Route
17, subject to DOT [Department of Transportation] approval,
is widened. And that is another point. We have not gone
to DOT. We cannot go to DOT. ©Not until such time as we
have proper zoning and an approved site plan. And that
is a point that I think Mr. Morra will talk about. The
other issue is utilities. We have been told by the Water
and Sewer Director, and I understand that a memo is present
in the Planning and Zoning file, that our site as presently
contemplated for 200 condominium units, can be adequately
served by the existing water and sewer. There are certain
recommendations that he makes which we have no difficulty
with respect to increasing the size of the sewer pipe.
Until recently we were unaware that either the Water or
Sewer Director or the Water Pollution Control Authority
would be concerned about the future availability of water
based on the impact of the population projections. We
feel that that 1s a legitimate issue and we feel that we
have addressed it. First of all, I think that Mr. Shanley
will discuss with you some of the solutions that we have
proposed and I believe that the Water and Sewer Director
has also proposed in his memo, water conservation devices,
restrictions in the declaration on use of water for washing

of automobiles. Certainly there are no pools proposed,
and in a condominium project that no owner would be permitted
to build his own. I believe that after you have heard

all of our testimony and reviewed all of our plans you
will agree that we presented a proposal which has not only
been designed to address the immediate legitimate concerns
of the nearby neighbors over traffic on local streets,
over buffer zones, over a higher quality of development,
but our proposal also meets legitimate concern raised by
every department. We feel thac there is an overall benefit
to the community. We feel that the benefit of the community
includes housing of a style which is affordable to a broader
range of potential home buyers. I think we have all read
recently that the State of Connecticut, the Governor, is
quite interested in the availability of suitable housing
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in Connecticut. We believe that improvements that we will
be making to the existing sewer system on South Main Street,
costing more than $135,000 is a significant benefit to

the city. Our water saving techniques, that, 1 believe
Doug Shanley will speak to, go to conserving water, which
again, I think is a community benefit. The improvements

to the existing drainage system, which will lessen runoff
on our site, is a community benefit. Increased tax revenues,
few additional school children, I think these are all
benefits that the entire community of Middletown would
share in. We believe and we feel you will too, that these

benefits far outweigh disadvantages. And, we Dbelieve,
that our proposed use of the site just simply makes more
sense. At this point I am going to ask Dick Eigen, who

is our planner, to address you briefly on his reveiw of
the 1976 Plan of Development.

Chm Gionfriddo

The only thing I would ask Phil [Karpel], is to the extent
that you can expedite some of these, 1 would appreciate
it. Obviously you are entitled to present whatever you
like, but, to the extent a lot of it is repetition of what
you just summarized, if it could be expedited it would
be helpful. Or submitted in writing. That will be...

Mike Cubeta, Jr.
We will certainly make every attempt to cooperate.

Chm Gionfriddo
I appreciate it.

Mike Cubeta, Jr.

I think the point, though, that I would offer only is that
there obviously are those that prefer that we make a cursory
presentation. I know the Commissioners are not among those
and 1 would offer that it is our intent, certainly not
to filibuster in deference to the concerns of the public,
but rather to provide the most comprehensive and thorough
presentation touching each and every issue which has already
been raised and which is likely to be raised in the future.

Chm Gionfriddo
The only thing that 1 would ask is on some of them, touch

them, do not strangle them.

Michael Cubeta, Jr.
We will do our best.

Richard Eigen

Attorney Karpel hit many of the points that I would bit,
so I will go over those briefly, and I can shorten my
presentation because of that. My name 1is Richard Eigen.
I am a professional planner, member of the American Institute
of Certified Planners, which is a organization that certifies
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planners nationwide. I bhave been a planner for nineteen
years, sixteen years of those in the State of Connecticut
and have worked as town planner, planning director for
the Town of Wethersfield, Town of Glastonbury and the City
of Norwalk. 1 have a Master's degree in Urban Planning
and a law degree and I have worked for community
organizations and community organizations in the City of
Middletown, and have testified before this Commission.
I was asked by the developers Bronson and Hutensky to look
at this site and the change from R-2 to multiple family
as it relates to the Master Plan of Development to the
City of Middletown. I was given the Master Plan, which
was dated July, 1976, and 1 was also given a compilation
of file, recent newspaper articles, which indicated the
various proposals that people made, and the problems people
had with this site. The 1976 Plan of Development, the
book, is a compilation of history and statistics, which
is related to a map called the Land Use Component of the
Plan. The Land Use Component is also dated July, 1976.
The component, as was stated by Attorney Karpel and by
the Commissioners is a fluid changing document. It is
eleven years o0ld. The document must reflect the changes
in the community that have taken place and the various
zoning in that area that has taken place since the Plan
was adopted in 1976. To look at the area plan, again,
Attorney Karpel touched on this, but to look at the area
plan and the different uses that are in the area, my feeling
is that the M zone would be compatible with the multi-family

and the commercial uses which are on Route 17. You have
the abandoned school site here, the elderly housing project
next to this site. I was told there is talk of expanding

the elderly housing project into the abandoned school site,
which I think would be appropriate. It would take that
whole corner as a multi-family use zone. There 1is a
multi-family wuse zone just to the north and across the
street, There is a renovation for commercial, 1 believe,
right across from the multi-family zone to the north of
this project. There 1is a very dense multi-family zone
across the street, that I Dbelieve 1is the Stonegate
Apartments, which is almost 20 units to the acre. Almost
three times what we are proposing. Next to that is what
I believe 1is wetlands. It looks 1like wetlands. It is
designated as environmentally sensitive on your map. And
further to the south there 1is commercial. A little
commercial shopping center here, just south off the map
and further to the north there is commercial development.
Well, T will not go over them again. You can look at it.
As 1 said, many of these changes have taken place over
the past eleven years since the Plan of Development had
been approved and I think, as 1 said before, the Plan of
Development is a fluid changing document and must look
at the changes that have taken place, and look at this
site in the context of those changes. From reading the
file of newspaper articles it indicated that the opposition
to the zone change comes in two parts. Not the opposition,
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but the alternatives that were proposed for the zone change.
One was by the developer for a shopping center. The other
is by the residents which would like to see it a single
family. The shopping center development I do not really
have to dwell on very long. I think it is inappropriate.
In fact, I told the developer that I would be reluctant
to act as his advocate in front of this Commission if a
shopping center was proposed, for I think, obvious esthetic
and traffic reasons. The single family use, which on the
Plan of Development, and this is the Plan of Development,
allows up to four units per acre in this single family
zone which is 26 acres, so if you multiply that, that is over
100 units that the Plan of Development would allow. This
single family =zome, I think, is not as appropriate for
this area as the multi-family zone and 1 have three reasons

for that. Number one 1is the Pine Street bypass, which
is on the Plan of Development and you cannot take one thing
without the other. If you say that we must conform with

the Plan of Development in its single family capacity,
you must say that the Pine Street bypass also is part of
the Plan of Development and should be made part of a single
family proposal. I think that the existing residents on
Pine Street to the north, and also the new residents, which
would be located on Pine Street when it was built through
to Route 17, would not be in favor of this and this would
disturb their neighborhood if that road was a bypass, which
single family development would do. Number two, I think
the esthetics of a multi-family proposal would far surpass
that of a single family development and, 1 think the
architect will go further into that. Where you have a special
exception, you can require the quality that you want, the
architecture you want in a multi-family development where
you cannot in a single family subdivision. And, also,
I think, this single family subdivision would be built
at the bottom end of the scale where the quality might
not even by as high as a regular single family subdivision
in another area. I would say because, that is on Route
17, and in a commercial and multi-family area. The third
reason, which I think is most important is the buffers,
which I think the developer had gone beyond what is required
in the regulations, to provide. Single family homes would
not provide any buffers or any plantings which the Commission
could require in a multi-family development. The only
requirement of a buffer area is this area on the south.
On South Main Street. That 1is the only requirement in
your regulations. What the developer is proposing is a
35 foot buffer around Brown Street, which I think is very
important, would not have with single family, and on Randolph
Road, in some areas over 35 feet for the buffer which would
not be provided in single family. Another important thing
is on the Plan of Development there 1is indicated an
environmentally sensitive area, which we kept out of in
the multi-family development. We have moved the multi-family
to the north and out of that area. In the single family
development, that kind of area would be subject to the
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developer going to the Wetlands Commission and trying to
get houses into, of course, maximize the use of the property.
With a multi-family development as any good land use planning
book would tell you, the concept is to keep the development
out of the environmentally sensitive areas, which we have
done and put the development on the good land, keep the
environmenally sensitive areas open so that they will not
be  disturbed. I think that is another important
consideration that multi-family would give you. Apnother item
I will just touch on for a minute because 1 was told that
the Water and Sewer Department, even though at first they
put out a memo saying that there should be no further
increases in population density, has since taken back that
memo and given out new statistics and much of my analysis,
I think, goes along with the other statistics that Water
and Sewer Department has come out with. And, that is that
the family size 1is decreasing in developments 1like the
one we are proposing. The family size is closer to 1.9
than it is to 2.55, which the report shows. The family
size in Middletown is decreasing anyway, from 1980 to 1990,
it is projected to go from 2.55 to 2.50. Population
estimates by OPM [Office of Policy and Management] and
Midstate all have much lower population estimates than
the Water and Sewer Department bad in their report. 1
think the other estimates were just generated by the last
two or three years, what was kind of a glitch, or a cycle,
which because of low interest rates and low vacancy rates,
people moved into Middletown very quickly, and I do not
think that will continue or anyone will say that it would
continue over the foreseeable future. Very important item
I think is #1, you have a =zero vacancy rate, which I do
not think I have ever seen before in any town, but the
report done by the Planning Department in February, 1987
indicates zero. Zero vacancy. Very important, I think,
to provide this type of housing, which the Board of Realtors
indicates that two bedroom condominiums have become the
new starter homes 1in Connecticut. Attorney Karpel said
that the Governor's proposals, as you know, very interested
in trying to get housing for people trying to start in

a community, first time home buyers. That is the kind
of thing that these condominiums could provide. The starter
homes. Prices in Middletown for single family homes have

gone up 20% in 1985 and 34% in 1986. That makes the single
family home out of the realm for the first time home buyer,
we would bring these in with greater quality because of
the density that we have, greater quality within the range
that a first time home buyer could afford. Finally, I
would 1like. to say that I have rvepresented citizen groups
before, very recently in Wethersfield, with almost this
exact situation, on the Berlin Turnpike. I represented
single family home owners that were backed up ¢to a
condominium development that fronted on the Berlin Turnpike,
just like this fronts on Route 17. They lived behind it
off Ridge Road in Wethersfield, if you know Wethersfield
at all. I worked with the developers, we worked with
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buffering and architecture, which I think these developers
have bent over backwards to try to give to the neighborhood,
and in the end, the single family homeowners which I
represented about 15 of them, 14 out of 15 went along with
the developers proposal because of the additiomal buffering
and the additional attention to detail in the architecture.
I think these developers have come in with that kind of
concept. Finally, I think all things considered, in my
professional opinion, I think this is the most appropriate
use of this parcel, and it is the best altermative to either
single family or commercial development. Thank you.

Attorney Karpel
At this point I would have Doug Shanley bring you through

all of our plans, starting with the proposal for the zone
change.

Douglas Shanley

Mr. Chairman, commissioners. My name is Doug Shanley.
1 am with the engineering firm of Close, Jensen and Miller.
I am a professional engineer in the State of Connecticut.
I served as project manager for this project overseeing
the design and development. Within our office and here
tonight is Ron Morra, project traffic engineer. He oversaw
the entire traffic analysis and design for this project.
Also in our office, but not here tonight is Leslie Sargent,
a registered professional engineer. Twenty years experience
with MDC [Metropolitan District Commission] and he handled
all of the grading and utilities for this project. Also,
Kevin Johnson, in our office, a graduate landscape architect
and he handled the landscape schemes and schematics for
this project. I will try and be as brief as possible.
I would like to run you through the plans and briefly explain
the plans that were submitted as part of the package for
our application. First, for the record, I would 1like to
say 1 am going to refer to Sheet 1 of 2 of the application
for Zone Change, which is identical to that sheet except
it is colored. The color scheme, the purple in the center
is the proposed parcel to be changed from R-2 to M Zone.
It is 26.8 acres. The green area 1is surrounding R-2 zone.
The yellow are is surrounding M zone. The orange is R-3
zone. And the grey is PRD 1. This is the map which shows
the =zones within 1000 feet as required for zone change

application.
(Tape change to Side 7)

Douglas Shanley
Not here but as part of that package that was submitted

was the A-2 boundary description of the parcel proposed
to be changed zone. Application for Special Exception.
That consisted of 10 sheets, Seven which were from our office
and seven of which were from Charles Nyberg Associates,
Architects. We worked in close concert with Charles Nyberg
in developing this project with the layout and the esthetic

Tape change
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and building designs. 1 would like to preface my description
of the site by saying from the onset the developer set
very high standards. Very high design parameters, with
the combined goal of developing a first-rate, well-suited
project for this site and we certainly feel in the two
to three months that we worked on this with the developer
that we did achieve that goal. For the record, this is
Sheet #2, 3 and 4 of the plans submitted for Special
Exception. It is the grading and utility sheets that here
have been pasted together and colored up. North is to your
right. The parcel is bounded by South Main Street on the
east, Randolph Road on the north. Brown Street to the
west. Residential property to the south. The proposal
is an entry road, four lane boulevard from South Main Street
entering on a loop road on the interior with then an
arrangement of twenty 10-unit buildings for a total of
200 units. The =zoning requirements themselves allow 214.
We initially worked with 214, and did not feel that the
site worked as well with 214 and cut it to 200. The parking
required for zoning is 300, one and one-half per unit,
we are showing 302. Of that parking, each unit has a single
car garage. The coverage, allowable coverage is 50%,
buildings and roadway for this proposal, the buildings
are approximately 16%, roadway is approximately 13%, for
a total coverage of 29%. The site, undeveloped, is an
average 5% grade. The high point on Brown Street slopes
down to a low point on South Main Street, the lowest point
being on the northeast corner. The entire frontage of
South Main Street is designated wetland by the City of
Middletown. The wetland designation continues and buffers
the southern end of the property. There is also a small
area of wetland in the northwest corner. In order to meet
zero additional runoff requirements for the City of
Middletown, our collection system for storm drainage or
runoff from the roadway and from the roofs of the
condominiums are collected 1in the catch basin system,
distributed through a piping system, eventually find their
way down to the same lower northeast corner. Without
providing grading within the wetland area, by virture of
its contours itself, we are able to retain a 50-year storm
at the rate of the existing runoff with no development.
Concerns were expressed to us when we started developing
this, that there were some inundation of roadways southerly
of Randolph Road due to the Piper Brook storm drainage
system, and we asked that we look into that. Qur site
does not contribute to that system, because the Piper Brook
system is much larger than our watershed, but in looking
at the retention pond capabilities in this area, and by
continuing to perpetuate a wet area as inland wetlands,
it appears that with minimum grading we can detain a 100
year storm at the rate of an existing 50, and at least
in runoff from our site improve the downstream situation.
That is part of our application to Inland Wetlands and
it is being considered or it will be considered by Inland
Wetlands and Watercourse Agency. Open space as required,
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we are showing designated areas of 160,000 square feet
in approximate rectangular shape in the center, and an
approximate square shape in the retention pond area, an
approximate square shape in the northwest corner. We also
intend to leave all of the designated inland wetlands area
open, so that in reality the open space will be much larger
than that required by =zoning. The Dbuffers have been
mentioned several times and I will just quickly go over
that. What we used, and in effect all four edges of the
parcel is a 25 foot setback. In addition to the 25 foot
setback the requirement for buffers is a 10 foot buffer
and an abutting residential wuse, which is what 1is shown
here in orange. For the record, this is just a colored
up sheet of Sheet #6, which is part of the package which
was submitted for special wuse, Special Exception, it is
the Conceptual Landscape Plan, with the buffers colored
up. The yellow area that's color is an additional 10 foot
buffer that the applicant asked us to provide on the entire
parcel before we even started the layout units. The green
is the actual layout or footprint of the overall building
scheme, and as you can see, in almost all cases the buildings
are much farther receded than even a 35 foot area, which
is comprised of the 25 foot setback and the 10 foot buffer.
The landscaping, which was submitted as part of the package,
Sheet #6 and Sheet #7 that were part of the plans that
were submitted, are here the same, except they are colored
up. The landscaping was intended to be basically major
street trees in front of the units, shade trees within
the grass area of the units, and then a combination of
medium and low height broad leaf evergreens surrounding
the units, with the remaining areas, grass. The intention
was that as we went from unit to unit and it is shown on
the overall conceptual plan, that we would alter the species
as we went around the loop roads, to avoid any monotony
or repetitive pattern in the landscaping to continue ¢to
follow the pattern that was laid out in the overall scheme
of the buildings themselves to avoid repetition of pattern.
Charles Nyberg will get into that. He was partially
responsible for the 1location of the buildings, but, in
all cases, the intent was always that any vantage point
you could never see a continuous row, Or a monotonous layout

or a continuous pattern, and that included and carried

down to the landscaping scheme. It was asked when we were
here before to see what a single family layout would look
like. As presently zoned single families, 15,000 square

foot 1lots, and only briefly trying to 1lay out a single
family subdivision, and in keeping at least the intent
of the Plan of Development, by continuing a road from
Randolph Road down to South Main Street, we laid out a
single family subdivision which yields approximately 58
to 62 single family houses. As you can see, regardless
of the number it would include an awful lot of driveway
cuts along Brown Street, several driveway cuts on Randolph
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Road, and some driveway cuts on South Main Street. Certainly
houses down here would be subject to approval because of
the wetlands.

Mike Cubeta, Jr.

Excuse me, Doug [Shanley]. The internal loop road, if
I am correct as well because it would be a single family
subdivision would be a public throughway it would be a
city street and, therefore, maintained at the expense of
the city in contrast to the condominium proposal. 1Is that

right?

Douglas Shanley

Normal procedure for this type of development would be
to turn it over to the city, yes. This would be built
to city standards for a public street. In developing these
plans we then did meet with some of the staff, we did receive
staff comments prior to tomight's public hearing. I would
like to briefly go over comments, first from Public Works
Department. I believe these are probably part of your
package. Number 1 on our memo addressing the application
for a =zone change, we requested that our concerns be
addressed prior to disposition of this matter, which we
did meet and we are doing now. Number 2, wetlands are
being crossed by entrance roadway and require a permit.
Application for wetlands is in town. Number 3, state highway
permit required for entrance way, STC permit will be required
for any driveway cut and for any increased traffic on Route
17 and that is certainly the intention on our behalf to
make STC application. State of Connecticut review required
for use of their drainage system, as well as approval for
the detention pond area. That will be part, becomes
automatic with STC application. Number 5, Randolph Road
is being considered for a horizontal relocation which would
affect the northwest portion of the property. In meeting
with the Department of Public Works staff, we discussed
this concern, apparently Public Works, for many years,
has been concerned with this terrible S-curve on Randolph
Road, and have asked that in the layout of our units if
we could not recede a little bit back from Randolph Road
so that we could straighten Randolph Road approximately
from the corner of the property behind the elderly housing
units and cut a road straight across and partially cut
through the parcel of land to the west of Brown Street.
It appeared, in discussing the Public Works Department,
that we could probably do that and the applicant did ask
us to at least persue a plan where we could pull the
buildings in and see what the implications were and
definitely work with the staff at Public Works. Number
6, outlet pipe of drainage system must be extended to
detention pond and provided with splash pad. We discussed
that and are in full agreement. Number 7, outlet structure
of detention pond should be designed with sump to trap
any foreign material prior to entering the existing system.
Structure should provide a cutoff (inaudible) receiving
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end adjacent to channel. We discussed and agreed with
that. Number 8, typical well cross section is shown but
plans do not indicate where walks are to be constructed.
" The only sidewalks we showed in the sidewalk detail was

sidewalks at the units that went from the parking areas,
(inaudible) landscaping plan, went from the parking areas
to the units themselves and to the unit entries. It was
never any intention to run sidewalks around the loop road
or out onto Route 17. We certainly felt we wanted to
discourage pedestrian activity in the direction of Route
17. The developer also had no intention of continuing
gsidewalks around the loop. Number 9, plantings at entrance
must be selected. Material cannot exceed 30" in bheight
or must be trimmed to a height 7 feet above ground to permit
adequate sight distance. We will work with Public Works
and agree with that, and we would certainly keep all our
plantings behind sight lines. Number 10, this area subject
to excessive ground water and some means to provide an
underdrain system is recommended. A series of test holes
or borings to locate groundwater locations is recommended.
We will take a series of test borings for cellar excavation
locations for our building purposes and make those available
to Public Works.

Mike Cubeta, Jr.

The other items that Mr. Shanley was prepared to cover
related to both water consumption analysis and to sewer
improvement, which I briefly touched on earlier. Obviously
that information is available should the Commission want
further documentation. Suffice it to say that I believe
as reflected in the memorandum of the Water and Sewer
Director on both the proposed zone change and the Special
Exception we are prepared conceptually to proceed with
both the water conservation measures that he has agreed
to as well as the sewer improvements.

Chm Gionfriddo
1 saw a memo that I believe you addressesd to the Water

and Sewer Director dealing with those various issues. Do
you have a problem if I request that, copies of that, to
be made available to the commission?

Mike Cubeta, Jr.
None whatsoever.

Chm Gionfriddo
I think those touch on the issues that you have been dealing

with.

Mike Cubeta, Jr.
They do and we have no problem making that part of the record.

Chm Gionfriddo
I got a copy of that this afternoon and 1 am going to direct
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that the Water and Sewer Director provide copies to the
Commission in order to deal with those areas.

Attorney Philip Karpel

At this point I will ask Ron Morra, our traffic engineer.
Since his report is in the application, we obviously will
not have him read it or go through it line by 1line, and
we will see, Ron, if you can keep it as brief as you can.

Ronald Morra
My name 1is Ron Morra, registered professional engineer
with the firm of Close, Jensen & Miller, project traffic

engineer on the Strawbridge project. As was mentioned
to you the report has been handed in to you and it is in
quite detail, so we will just briefly go over it. Based

on the roadway system that is Route 17 to the south, which
leads down into Durham, southern residential areas and
by use of the state system an access to Route 91, and to
the south in New Haven. Based on Route 17 to the north
of the project, leading to Route 155, continuing on Route
17, leading to a commercial area, the center of Middletown
and access to Route 9 and then onward to Hartford. We
felt that predominently traffic from this residential
development would go to the north. We estimated that 75%
of the traffic would turn left and go to the north and
25% of the traffic would turn right and go to the south.
An additional split would take place at Route 155 and Route
17. We took traffic counts in December of 1986 to establish
the background traffic. There is some existing state counts
available. However, they were approximately four to five
years old and we did not feel that they were totally

indicative of what the volumes were there right now. We
took traffic counts which indicated approximately 16,300
cars on Route 17. We also took traffic counts on Route

155 and Route 17 north at Route 155. We took traffic counts
during the day, the weekdays rather, the Saturday and Sunday,
and found that the weekday was consistently higher than
any of the week-ends, week-end days. We also found that
the highest peaks on Route 17 were in the two commuter
periods, 7:00 to 8:00 in the morning and 4:00 to 5:00 in
the afternoons. So it became obvious the two peaks,
especially afternoon peak, was a period to analyze since
that is when the development will also generate its highest
volumes. It is worthy to note that the ¢traffic counts
taken by the state were taken in the middle of the summer
and indicated an ADT, or an average daily traffic, that
is an average all across the entire year, of 12,600 cars
on Route 17. Our counts were taken in between Thanksgiving
and Christmas and incorporated the Christmas rush traffic,
if you will, shopping traffic, and they indicated 16,300.
It is documented procedure by the Connecticut Department
of Transportation that you reduce these December counts
by a factor of approximately 8-10% to get to your average
counts for the year. We elected not to do this. We elected
to use those as they were to basically analyze the worse
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case scenerio. Since the apartments, the condominiums
rather, would not be fully constructed until 1989, we also
increased that base traffic by 5% to get what we call a
background traffic of the report. The next thing to do
in the report is to estimate the amount of traffic generated
by the site. For this, we wused statistics provided by
Trip Generation Manual published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers. This manual is the recognized
bible of the traffic engineering profession in Connecticut
and recognized by Connecticut Department of Transportation.
What it does is provide you with national statistics on
what various traffic generators, various residental units
of this type would generate. We have been dealing with
a great number of condominium units in Connecticut, both
in design and in traffic elements and have the opportunity
to take traffic counts before and after several of these,
and have found that these statistics are absolutely accurate
as to the number of cars generated by condominium
developments here in Connecticut. And they basically say
that for every two units in the development you will get
one trip out during the peak hour. So it must be understood
that even though there are 200 units that we do not expect
to get 200 cars out at one shot in the morning and 200
cars back in in one shot in the afternoon.

Ronald Morra
In, disbursed over an entire hour in the morning, we would
expect 90 trips, both inbound and outbound, 75 outbound
and 15 inbound. In the peak hour in the afternoon, we
anticipate 110 trips, 36 outbound and 74 inbound, and a
little over 1000 trips combined inbound and outbound over
the day. It is impractical and unrealistic to compare the
traffic generation from this facility with what is there
right now. That is a wvacant 1land, and to say that this
proposal itself generates an additional 90 or 100 cars.
Indeed, the land is zoned for some use right now. It is zoned
for single family residential. And as what was noted to
you, we could possibly develop it as 60 single family
residential sites. DNoting that the single family residential
home will have more people in it, will probably have more
cars, more trips to work, to shopping, bring the kids to
school, basketball game, dance lessons, whatever. They,
single family homes, traditionally generate considerably
more traffic than a two bedroom condominium. It would
be anticipated that the 60 single family homes would generate
approximately 45 trips in the morning, 50 trips in the
evening. So actually this proposal for a zone change adds
only 45 cars to 50 cars per hour to the roadway system.
Comparing the, after we developed the number of trips
generated by this proposal we distributed to the system
as was indicated with the 75% to the north, 25% to the
south and found that South Main Street increases anywhere
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from 1.8 to approximately 5.3%. Now, that is a very small
percentage both in the peak hours and over the daytime.
So we feel, based on that that the roadway system can
adequately handle the amount of traffic generated by this
proposal facility. The next part of the report is to deal
with the specifics of the driveway and how to handle the
turns in and out of the facility. We did a first proposal
to develop what we thought would be recommended geometry
to handle this. And that is what is shown on the placard
that is up now. We would widen out the roadway, Route
17, all on the south side. In the southbound direction
the one lane going southbound would widen into two. One
continuous southbound lane, one exclusive right turn lane
into the site. In the northbound direction, the existing
one lane northbound would be widened into two lanes, again
all the widening on the site side of the roadway. Continuing
with the same one lane northbound, but adding to it a left
turn lane into the site and a left turn storage lane. Then
there would be a small island in the middle of the roadway
here, which basically occupies the space which heads into
the left turn lane. Based on that geometry we conducted
a capacity analysis. A capacity analysis used terms, letter
terms running from A to F, A being the best, F being the
worst condition possible, C and D being the basic expected
levels of service with peak hour conditions. We found
that Route 17 operates between an A and a B level of service
in this section of roadway, that the northbound South Main
Street turn into the site operates at an A level of service,
that the driveway right turn operates at a A to B level
service. That the only turn that experiences difficulty
is the left turn out of the site. That would be this turn,
turning left to go northbound. Two things to comment on
that. The first is that we widened out the driveway to
provide two lanes so that that would not hamper any right
turns and secondly, what this means 1is that there might
be more delay, that driver 1leaving the site and turning
left cannot do freely at his choice, but simply would have
to wait for a gap in traffic. The analysis indicates that
this would work with a reserve capacity of approximately
70 cars 1indicating that you could actually add 70 more
cars to that movement then what we have projected, and
it would still operate at a low level of service, but would
still operate. But, if any back-up did occur 1in that
particular movement it backs up into the driveway, not
onto Route 17. What I think actually will happen here
is that if people find that coming out in the morning that
they do find a certain period within that peak hour that
does back up more than others, they will simply adjust
their driving patterns to leave earlier or leave later
to avoid that. Next part of the report deals with sight
distances and if you are familiar at all with the site
you will know that there is unlimited sight distance 1in
both directions on Route 17 as well as an access of 1000
feet, so there is absolutely no problems with seeing cars
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in either direction, seeing the gaps in traffic and being
able to enter into the traffic stream. 1 believe that
concludes the summary of the report unless there are any
questions.

Attorney Karpel
About ten minutes, I think and we can finish up because
we have next, I think, John Scott who 1is the President

of Scott, Fitton.

Unidentified speaker, without microphone
...two hours and a half...

Chm Gionfriddo

I am only going to say one thing, and I have said it before.
There is many a night that this Commission sits here well beyond
12:00 o'clock and 1 am sorry that this has happened this
night. For a lot of you this is your first time here.

We do this twice a month, 24 times a year and many times
beyond 12:00 o'clock. I am sorry for the inconvenience.
Those who cannot stay this evening, the public hearing
will be continued. Everyone will have an opportunity to
"be heard. We all would like to go home, too.

Attorney Philip Karpel

John Scott is President of Scott, Fitton. His report is
also in the package, so, John, I think that you can just
quickly summarize it for us.

John Scott

Good evening. My name is John Scott and I am President
of Scott, Titton and Company of New Haven, with offices
also in Hawthorne, New York. Our firm specializes in market
research and marketing consulting, economic development
consulting to both private developers and to communities
as well as the state. Qur firm has a number of unique
characteristics, one of which is we maintain a data base
on residential projects that covers a great portion of
the Northeast, and we maintain this on a regular basis
as a resource for both our clients and for municipalities
and the state. As a matter of fact our firm prepares a
large portion of the housing reports for the State of
Connecticut each year. We were retained by the applicant
to prepare what has been submitted and is described as
a marketability assessment. It is a review of this project
in the context of the actual market in which it would perform
to make certain value judgements about its potential demand
in the marketplace. The data in that report is rather
complete and I do not think we have any need to go through
it in detail. I would like to highlight a couple of things,
one of which is that our survey was conducted in January
of this year and it covered not only Middletown, but the
four neighboring towns, and we looked at every project
that has been developed in those towns that is described
as common interest ownership, which includes the both PRD's
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[Planned Residential Development] and condominium style
developments. Among all of those projects originally built
to be condominium homes there were, at the time of our
survey, only 8 completed and unsold units among all of

those projects. At the same time, the projects that have
actually commenced, there were 384 unsold units remaining
to be built. In both cases, again this is not just in

the City of Middletown, but in Middletown, Middlefield,
Cromwell, Durham and Rocky Hill, we consider both of those
figures to be extraordinarily 1low in view of the market

activity of the past three or four years. Middletown was
one of the very first places in the United States where
condominium-style development occurred. It started here

in 1970 or 1971, which places this area very early in the
history of this type of development. Today there are over
2000 projects of condominium style living located in the
State of Connecticut and we maintain, and as I said, complete
data on every one. In terms of the market in this area
the typical project active in the last year sold from four
to ten units per month and our total indications are that
approximately 354 condominium style units were sold in
this area. However, many more...

Change of tape to side 8

John Scott

...would have been purchased had there been more in the
pipeline. In short, we have a situation with extraordinary
demand, and in spite of some of the figures for proposed
residential wunits in your own PRD's and so forth, there
are in fact, there is not in fact a sufficient supply of
units of this type in the pipeline. What 1i1s happening
here is not unique to Middletown or the Middletown area.
It is happening all over this part of the country. And
there is really a very simple explanation to the demand
that 1is occurring. Over half the people in the United
States today live in one and two person households and
if you think about the people you know who live in one
or two person households you know that the type of lifestyle
that they enjoy, their needs or aspirations are not
necessarily compatible with single family 1living. The
benefits of this to municipalities and communities are,
have become obvious to most Connecticut towns over the
past few years. That is that they provide a balance within
the community providing an excess of municipal revenues
over the expenses that they incur whereas almost the reverse
is true of single family homes. So that communities that
provide an environment for a balance of development to
occur generally have more favorable tax rates and better
situation with respect to the impact on the school. The
market values of all of these dwellings in the community
are rvather disbursed over a rather small area in the
marketplace and the average dwelling in a condominium style
community in the town of Middletown today sells for $119,000
and it 1is approximately 1200 square feet. When we look

Change tape
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at the affordability factors within the town and within
the region we find that that number is not at all surprising
because the median income in Middletown projected for 1986
is a figure which when converted to affordability wusing
formulas we have developed for the State of Connecticut,
that number is $121,000. So the typical condominium unit
in this municipality comes smack in the middle of the market
with half of the people in the town being able to afford
a unit priced above and presumably half being able afford
a price, a unit price or a home price, less. So you can
see, the critical roll that this type of housing is playing
in the community. Another question that we were asked
to address was the impact of a project such as this on
the school system. This is a question that comes up time
and time again and we find ourselves frequent]_y addressing it.
We have maintained data, as I mentioned, on several thousand
projects and we periodically go into communities and evaluate
the actual population of these communities and the number
of school age children residing. As a matter of fact,
in 1976 we did that in the Greater Hartford area, analyzing
in detail 23 projects similar to the one proposed before
you tonight. We found that the average number of persons
per household was 1.9 and that the average number of school
age children residing in these homes was .12. These figures
conform to our findings in other communities in the State
of New York and in the State of Connecticut and, 1 think
that they conform to some of the figures I have seen recently
in the press. In short, a development of this size would
be expected upon full occupancy and completion to contain
a total population of about 380 persons, and approximately
24 school age children. Subsequent to this report we were
asked by the client to evaluate, using data at our disposal,
what the impact would be of a 60 unit subdivision, for
obvious reasons since they have shown you that as a
alternative wuse of the property. There we found that,
using data that 1is commonly available for the Town of
Middletown, that the average single family home would,
excuse me, 60 single family homes would contain approximately
205 persons and somewhere around 40 school c¢hildren. So
the 1impact of a lesser number of units would be, lesser
single family units, would be greater than the impact of
a larger number of condominium homes, and as you all know
the real impact of school age children and how it affects
the municipal budget and that, in fact, has the greatest
impact on the tax situation within the town. Again, these
findings are consistent with everywhere else we have been
and based on some of the things that have been issued by
your own Planning Department, I think that they probably
would conform to your expectations as well.

Chm Gionfriddo

Does any members of the Commission have any questions of
the proponent this evening? Okay, I would suggest, 1if
there is not anything that, I am going to let you finish.
I just want to suggest to the members of the Commission,
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if there isn't anything that pressing in the way of a
question this evening, since we are going to continue the
public hearing and in an effort to give the members of
the public their time, we can hold off on some of our
questions until the next meeting, and not delay this any
longer.

Attorney Karpel

We are going to conclude with Steve Schwartz who is one
of the principals of Andover Associates, and then Charles
Nyberg who will just quickly show you the plans of the
units. But now, Steve, I think would like to address you.

Steven Schwartz

Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, members of the
Commission, I would like to review some of the credentials
of myself and my partner, Robert Marcantonio, who
unfortunately cannot be here tonight having to attend a
session at another neighboring town. Together we have
constructed or are in the process of constructing in excess
of 1500 multi-family units and single family units in

Connecticut. We have successfully completed 465 unit Glen
Oaks project 1in Newington. This year we will complete
Strawbridge in South Windsor, 258 units. And 92 wunits

at The Chase at Foxboro in Newington. We will have this
year 1000 units either in projects that will become completed
this year, or that will begin within the next two months.
Everything we do, we do ourselves. We maintain a large
number of employees and an extensive network of
subcontractors who have been selected over the 12 years
that my partner and I have been associated in business.
Unlike many other individuals in the real estate business
who have been the focus of national attention, we are
conventional builders. We seek debt financing from lending

institutions and we provide our own equity. We do not
subscribe to the advantages offered by the tax laws of
syndication or anything of that type. John Scott, who

has previously been here, has supplied us with data, and
other lenders with data indicating that our projects have
been among the most successful in the State of Connecticut.
In fact, the Strawbridge project in South Windsor is the
fastest selling job in the history of that town. And,
he bhas explained to me that it is one of the most successful,
if not the most successful in the Greater Hartford area.
We 1like to think that things like that do not happen by
accident, that we are extremely proud of the things that
we have produced and we would most wholeheartedly invite
the members of the Commission and the members of the public
to visit our projects and, in fact, some of the individuals
who attended the fact-finding session that we held in this
room several weeks ago, have availed themselves of that
opportunity and were given tours of our Strawbridge project
by Terry Supple, one of our corporate officers, who is
here tonight. I think these are self explanatory. The
pictures that I have provided you with. The board with
the large picture of Strawbridge sign in the upper corner
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is our Strawbridge project in South Windsor, and just
indicates the entrance area, the guardhouse, some of the
typical architecture and the sales center in use at that
project. The five photos on this board are of the Glen
Oaks project in Newington which was completed in late 1985.
At the fact finding, I just would like to touch very briefly
because I know that it 1s very late, on some questions
that were posed at the fact-finding session here by the
smaller number of people that chose to attend. One of them
was, what is our position on the use of local tradespeople.
I think that is very important for the consideration of
any Commission. And we have a very clear position on that.
We desire to use local tradespeople for three very simple
reasons. First of all, they are the logical choice. They
have less travel time and should be able to be very
competitive in the bids that they offer to do the work.
Secondly, because they frequently live in the town as well
as maintain their place of business here, they are more
accountable both to us and to the ultimate residents of
the community for the work that they do, and should have
more pride in what they do. The third point is that we
feel as responsible developers, who are not simply in for
the short run, but have a long term attitude towards
development, that it is our duty to maximize the economic
benefit to the towns that we build in. And one way to
do that is to try to generate additional tax revenues by
having successful tradespeople in these towns. It furnishes
employment and those people that need to buy homes, and
everyone benefits from the process. 1 just, very briefly,
like to touch on the fact that the project that we are
proposing for your consideration here will be very similar
to the Strawbridge project in South Windsor. We are very
pleased with the acceptance in the marketplace and we feel
that it would be accepted here also, as John Scott's market
research has supported and, I think at this point I would
like our architect Charles Nyberg to briefly run through
some of the factors in that architecture. Thank you very
much. '

Charles Nyberg
Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, my name is Charles

Nyberg. I am a partner in the architectural firm of
Associated Architects, P.C. Qur offices are located at
16 Spring Lane in Farmington. Our office has been 1in
business for approximately 25 years in the Farmington Valley
area. I have been with the firm for 20 years, and have
been a licensed architect in the State of Connecticut for
15 years. We have been working with Steve Schwartz and

Robert Marcantonio on the Strawbridge project in South
Windsor and they asked us to look at this particular site
in Middletown, off of Route 17, for a project of
approximately 200 units. And as I think is the case with
my presentation at this point, everyone else has made all
of the comments and said all of the things that we have
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had a part to play in the evolution of the project. We,
at this stage of a project and size of presentation and
length of presentation become rather redundant, so I will
not belabor any of the glorious fancy words 1 could use
about what we did and why we did. Basically we have two
buildings, two building types. The "a" type building,
which for the record, is noted on your drawings as drawing
#8 and a "b" building, which for the record is drawing

#9. These are simply enlargements of those particular
drawings showing color schemes that we are still in the
process of evolving. The building '"a" wunit is made up

of a mix of an "a" unit plan type, a '"b" unit plan type
and a "c¢'" unit plan type. The "b" building is made up
of a mix of a "b" and a '"c¢'" unit plan type. They are two
story townhouses as has been mentioned. They are two
bedrooms. They will all have full basements, some of which
because of location on the site will have walk-out basements.
There is a combination of detached and attached garages,
depending upon the particular unit and its mix within the
building. The basic construction materials would be wood
framing, concrete foundations and footings, two-by wood
framing, 2x10 or 2x12 floor construction, 3/4" (inaudible)
plywood on the floor, fully insulated to current Connecticut
code standards, R-30 in the roof, R-11 in the walls. The
units would be centrally heated. We are still evaluating
whether or not that within that central heating system,
central air-conditioning would be provided. The basic
exterior materials are shown on a sample board. What we
have are some examples of a sort of earthtone vinyl siding
which 1is typical of where we are showing a clapboard
indication would be in an earthtone. Again, as I mentioned
before, we are still evaluating a color pallette to work
with building, trying to assist in breaking any monotony
that, again, a uniformity of color might imply. A natural
wood is used in again various locations in either vertical
and/or herringbone patterns with again a complimentary
stain color working with a particular earthtone vinyl siding

that we would have. The roofs are done in an asphalt
shingle, which again are complimentary with the basic stain
and clapboard color, accent trim on corner boards. There

is some bricks provided at the various entrance location.
What we have done on the elevations is to, as 1 said,
illustrate two possible color schemes, as near as we can
duplicate with the medium on which we are coloring the
boards. Again, this would be evaluated and whether or
not there are two schemes or a number of schemes, this
is something that as the project in terms of 1its further
development, we would be working on with our client. And
I think at this point that would conclude my comments and
I would turn the meeting back over to Mr. Karpel.

Attorney Karpel

1 will reserve any concluding comments I might want to
make, with the permission of the Commission, to a later
date and 1 would like to sincerely thank each member of
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this Commission for the patience that I think that you
have shown. We have had two public hearings combined.
We have spoken now for two hours, which I thiunk I predicted
for you earlier when you asked me in the past week how
much time it might take us. We have tried to cover what
we consider -to be the issues raised by the Zoning Code
and the 1issues raised by the concerns that were expressed
to us both by neighborhood groups and by the departments.
We will be available to answer any questions you have,
either tonight or at a continuation of this public hearing.
Again, thank you very much.

Chm Gionfriddo
1 was just going to ask you, you are going to have the
people who spoke here tonight available at the next meeting?

Attorney Karpel
The only person who probably will not be available is Mr.

Scott, but I think...

Chm Gionfriddo
That was the market analysis research...

Attorney Karpel
His report is in the package.

Chm Gionfriddo
Okay. Thank you very much. Commissioner Leinwand.

Comm Leinwand
Mr. Chairman, before you continue this, as many people

know, my family situation 1is ‘a little bit weird at the
moment and 1 am relying extensively on baby sitters. I
would just 1like to appologize to the Commission and to
the public, my baby sitter needs to be at Middletown High
at a quarter to eight tomorrow morning. 1 will obviously
listen to the tape of whatever goes on tonight, but I must
respectfully pull out.

Chm Gionfriddo
Thank you very much. Commissioner Leinwand is now leaving.

Commissioner Lindquist will be sitting in his place. She
is sitting in for John [Robinson] so she cannot sit in
twice, so Fran [Patnaude] is sitting in his place.
Commissioner Patnaude. Okay. We will turn first, I do
not imagine we are going to be inundated with people under
this particular portion, but are there any people here
who wish to speak in favor of this proposal? Moving beyond
that, are there any people who wish to speak in opposition?

State Representative David Lavine _
For the record, I am State Representative David Lavine
representing Durham and Middletown and observing the hour and
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the fact I have a 7:00 o'clock plane to take to Washington,
1 will be brief. You know, I was interested at the onset
of this discussion with the comments by Mr. Ferguson about
good faith which I think is in part some of our evaluation
of what is happening here tonight. And I listened to him
tell us how there was a planned shopping center on this
piece of land, Stop and Shop Center, and that this is that
Hutensky was talked out of it. Interesting because during
November when this subject was wup during the political
campaign, the paper ran comments over and over again, that
there was no Stop and Shop center to be built there. There
had been no plans which have been effectuated and that
the plans had not been made. I hear now that there was
a belief at that time that those plans were environmentally
sound, sound from the standpoint of wetlands, flood plains,
traffic patterns. I call the attention to the members that
we were talking of six lanes that nevertheless this would
have been an effective set of traffic patterns. And we
can rely, once again, on what is being brought to us down
to the color of the walls, and 1 guess we can be grateful
that we did not get the kitchen fixtures. Ladies and
gentlemen, there are severe problems with this particular
proposal. And, we know that there is a severe problem
because we have a flood plain leading to a wetland. And
the proposals that we have tonight suggested to you that
there was going to be, among other things, a retention
pond sitting in the middle of the wetland area for which
there has been no approval and yet you are asked to make
a zone change based on an assurance that that detention
area is pgoing to keep the runoff from getting on Route
17. And anybody who has ever gone on Route 17 knows what
the problem is in a major storm. And maybe these gentlemen
know something about the Wetland Commission that the rest
of us do not. But there is a proposal for a road across
it and a proposal for a setback change, and a Wetland
meeting, which I wunderstand was scheduled for March, but
because their application is incomplete, will not be heard
until April. So, I would suggest to you that again we
have a good faith question here. Do you actually believe
that there is no effect on what they are 'proposing on
Randolph Road, on Brown Street, on the many roads which
lead into this project? How many of you have sat on Route
177 It is Dbearable. Would it be bearable under this
proposal? And as 1 see this, it is in the flood plain
that they are planning to put at least one of their turning
lanes. But again, maybe they know what the Department
of Transportation 1is going to do. But I know of no
application before the Department of Transportation for
changes in Route 17. Ladies and gentlemen there is a problem
here. And the problem is that if you go ahead with this
zone change, what do you do with the next zone change next
to it? They bhave already told you that they are going
to make it easier for the sewer lines. That certainly
is going to be what the next people who come down the line
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tell you. There is more sewer capacity. And after all,
if you ride up and down Route 17 you will see that the
density is consistent with what you have and, as a matter

of fact, you just made a zone change. And the next one.
And the next one. And the next one. Going right down
to areas which you have already made some substantial,
and I hope, thoughtful changes on. Ladies and gentlemen,

I would like to suggest that you do not approve this. That
you consider where you are going with zoning in Middletown.
And, that you consider where you are going with the people
of the neighborhoods who are affected. We are, in effect,
one Middletown family, and I am in part an interested party
representing that family. And, 1 would like to suggest
that you do not approve this at 200, or at 190, or 180,
or at 170 or at one anything, but that you think through
what you really want to do with zoning with the people
of the neighborhoods. Because that is what is really called

for. They have an interest and collectively that should
be the decision making process. I would not be moved by
those 16 extra children which are going to become in some
other type of approach on this. I think you have an

opportunity here to deal with what is going to happen in
Middletown in the next several decades and 1 would say
to you now that you are not going to be able to say no to the
next one if you say yes to this one. Thank you.

Chm Gionfriddo
How do they say it in Hollywood? Let us hold our applause

until everybody is done.

Individual from public speaking without a microphone.

Chm Gionfriddo
Come on, that was a completely uncalled for comment. That

was supposed to be a joke. Let us move on. Yes, I do.
And longer than you have.

Attorney David Leventhal
Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, I wunderstand the

hour is late. We want to be brief. My name is David
Leventhal. I am with the law firm of Leventhal, Krasow
and Roos, in Hartford. 1 represent Zone Watch, an
association of homeowners in the area of the proposed zone
change. I would like to speak later on to the substantive
issues, but right now I would like to introduce our first
speaker, who will be very brief. We have told all our

people to 1limit their comments to five minutes, to be
succinct and not be repetitive. Thank you.

Philip Ennis

Good evening. My name is Philip Ennis. 1 live on Maple
Shade Road and 1 speak this evening as a member of Yoyr
Neighbohood Friends and as a homeowner on Middletown's
south side. Before I read my four and a half minutes,



