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Part 1 Darien Planning and Zoning Commission
Response to Super Storm Sandy

Darien Planning and Zoning Commission (Darien “P&Z, Commission™) Adopted
Resolution Dated March 26, 2013................oooevevueeemiiivi A5l

Note:
a) The Application was put forth by the P&Z Commission, not by
a resident and was by a Text Change not a Map/Zone Change (A51)

b} The proposed amendment with respect to building height from 30 feet to
33 feet was DENIED. (A54) The Commission determined that requests
for building heights greater than 30°can be taken before the ZBA and
determined on a case-by-case basis (A54)

¢) Darien is the only Town in the region that requires new homes to build
one foot above the FEMA minimum (A52, para 5; AT)

d) Darien does not give credit for more than one foot of fill. (A62) Stamford
gives credit for 3 feet of fill,

e) Increasing the number of stories from 2 % to 3 was not even proposed or
considered by Darien’s P&Z Commission

Memo from Darien Zoning Board of Appeals (Darien ZBA) to Darien P&Z
COMMUSSION. ...ttt A57

Note: Paragraph 19 — Darien ZBA urged caution in allowing an
extra 3 feet in height, which was denied, because 3 feet means six
(6) feet. (A59; A61) Similarly increasing the height by 5 feet
from 30 feet to 35 feet as the ZB Application does in this case
results in a height increase of 10 feet.

Darien Times Article, dated February 28, 2013, before the date of the Adopted
Resolution on March 26, 2013.............ccoooviiiivoii A62

“The proposed max height increase [which ultimately was denied]
should not be seen as ‘some opportunistic endeavor® by residents
to build bigger homes without the need to.”



Part 2 Westport Planning and Zoning Commission
Response to Super Storm Sandy

Memo to Planning and Zoning Commission (*Westport P&Z Commission™) -
Proposed change to Special Flood Hazard Zone Regulations (Amendment #656)

Dated December 7, 2012..........oooveeiiiiiiiiii oo A6S5
Final Draft Version of text Amendment # 656..................ocoooovoooiii A68
Note:

a) The Application was put forth by the Westport P&Z Commission, not by a
resident and was by a Text Change not a Map/Zone Change (A65)

b) Purpose: In exchange for elevating their structures to the BFE, property
owners would avoid having to obtain a variance from the ZBA (A65)

¢) The height for the principal building may be increased from 26 feet to a
maximum height of 31 feet when the structure is elevated to at least the Base
Flood Elevation. An additional foot of building height is permitted for each
foot the average grade is below BFE up to a maximum of 5 feet. (A73-A74)

d) Amendment only affects existing homes not homes built in the future.
e} Westport does not give credit for fill.

f) Increasing the number of stories from 2 % to 3 was not even proposed or
considered

Westport News Article, dated December 27, 2012, after the date of the Adopted
Text Change..........ouviiiiiiiiieeeriee e AT76

Part 3 Map/Zone Change Inconsistent With Master Plan?:
See Charter Section C6-40-3

Master Plan Map - the 7 properties are categorized Residential #2,
FIOW dENSIY™. .ot G550 AAEEE R8s eoeaeevosaeeenn e samee e see e s e A78

Note: The ZB Application is inconsistent with the Master Plan. See A80 for
definitions of Residential # | and Residential #2. Land Use Category Residential
#2 permits developments on less than one acre. Therefore, pursuant to Charter Sec
C6-40-3 (see below) before the ZB Application can be approved a Master Plan
Amendment is necessary to categorize the seven properties Residential #1. In the

2 Link: It Jlwww.stamfordet.zov/plannin




Residential #1 Land Use Category development cannot exceed one principal
dwelling per acre.

Sec. C6-40-3. Amendments to Zoning Map After the Effective Date of the Master
Plan.

After the effective date of the Master Plan the Zoning Map may, from time

to time, be amended by the Zoning Board provided, prior to any such

action, the Board shall hold at feast one public hearing thereon, notice of

which shall be given as hereinafter provided. If said Board is the

proponent of any such change said notice shall contain the Board's reasons

for such proposed change. The Zoning Map shall not be amended by

said Board to permit a use in any area which is contrary to the general

land use established for such area by the Master Plan.

Note: The “seven properties™ are categorized as Residential #2
on the Mater Plan Map, as acknowledged by Mr. Redniss
indicated in submitting Exhibit 4 at the December 2™ Public
Hearing (A121)

#1 Residential ~Very Low Density Single-Family (A80)
#2 Residential — Low Density Single-Family (A81)

Other Inconsistencies with the Master Plan include:
A. Neighborhood Plan Reports: Cove-East Side, Shippan®:........c.ccocevevvveeee.... . A82

1B6: Destination point for water views; protect water views; front
yards setbacks (increasing backyard could impact front yards);
and other scenic features (A82)

1B8: Promote waterfront views. “[E]every opportunity should be
exploited to preserve if not improve access to and/or views of
the waterfront from public roads.” (A83)

1C15: Protect and minimize danger to life and property from coastal
flooding; preservation of waterfront and other important view
corridors (A85)

B. Neighborhood Quality of Life®................cooveveevemoeiiee oo AB6

? Link: http:/'www.stamfordct. sov/sites/stamfordct/files/fi le/file/landusecatesories.pdf
* Link: hu {iwww stamfordet.govi/planning/pases/neishborhood-
SLink: httn:-"-"www.stamfbrdct.uov-‘siles-"stamfordcb’ﬁIes.-"ﬁIe-"ﬁlc.-'nt:iuhborhooduualiw.pdf
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C1.7 Limit the expansion of pre-existing, non-conforming uses (A86)

C7.1 Protect and minimize danger to life and property from coastal
flooding .... This will require rigorous application of the
floodplain management guidelines of the National Flood
Insurance (A87)

Agenda for Planning Board November 19, 2013 Meeting.............ccvvvovioe A8S8

Note: Because of Mr. Redniss’ misrepresentations most, if not all, of the non-
conflicted property owners within and outside of the proposed area to be rezoned
did not know of the Planning Board’s meeting to review the ZB Application that
was held on November 19, 2013. Mr. Redniss’ and others’ conduct denies such
owners their property right to meet with the Planning Board pursuant to Sec. C6-
40-10° before rendering its decision.

Minutes of Planning Board November 19, 2013 Meeting.......c.covvviiiiiviirininnnninnn, A90

Note: The sole reason the Planning Board members gave for the
approval of the Map Change was that it “lessen density in a flood
prone area,” which based on the facts is not the case. There is no
change in density resulting from this Map Change. More
significantly, there was no finding that the Map Change is
consistent with the Master Plan, which it is not for the reasons
cited above. Further there is no mention of Master Plan or what
documents were reviewed.

Staff Report, dated November 26™ (A 95), was apparently
finalized after Planning Board meeting and is dated the same date
as Mrs. Dell’s November 26 letter noted immediately below.

November 26 letter from Mrs. Dell, Chair of Planning Board............................ A94

8 Sec. C6-40-10. Referral of Proposed Amendments to the Regulations or Zone Boundaries to Planning
Board.

Any proposed amendments to the Zoning Regulations or zone boundaries or changes thereof shall be
referred to the Planning Board for a report at least thirty days prior to the date assigned for a public
hearing to be held thereon. The failure of the Planning Board to report prior to or at the hearing shall be
taken as approval of such proposals. A statement of the vote of the Planning Board, approving,
disapproving, or proposing a modification of such proposal shall be publicly read at any public hearing
held thereon. The full report of the Planning Board regarding such proposal shall include the reasons for
the Board's vote thereon and shall be incorporated into the records of any public hearing held thereon. A
proposal disapproved by the Planning Board may be adopted by the Zoning Board by a two-thirds vote
of the Zoning Board. Upon request to the Planning Board by either the applicant or the oppenent,
2 meeting shall be held by the Planning Board with such applicant and/or opponent before it shail
render a decision. (emphasis added)



Note: Mrs. Dell indicates the ZB Application complies with the Master

Plan which it does not. There are no documents or citations to
support this conclusion. Strangely, Ms. Dell does not discuss the
Land Use Category issue or views or height concerns. Staff
Report does not mention Master Plan or Mrs, Dell’s letter.

As for the density issue there are many reasons why the
properties cannot be currently subdivided. (See A49)

Question: Who drafted Mr. Michelson’s opening statement which he

Staff Report

read into the record at the start of the public hearing? A copy of
the statement is not in the Zoning Board’s file for this
application.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Note: (a) Staff Report is dated November 26 and was received by the

Part 4

Zoning Board on November 27, 2013

(b} No legal basis for the criteria used in the Staff Report to
change a zoning classification. (A98; see Part 4 immediately
below)

(c) Staff Report references an outdated version of the Coastal
Management Manual.” (A96)

(d) Rezoning to RA-1 will result in larger homes and as a
consequence, contrary to the Staff Report’s conclusion, result in
more people living on Saddle Rock Road, a “high coastal flood
area” according to the Staff Report. (A96)

(e) Staff Report fails to note that for the three accessway lots
(#102, #123 and #107), the Circle Diameter increases from 120
feet to 150 feet and the other boundary changes if the ZB
Application is approved.

Staff Report’s Criteria for Map/Zone Change
Inconsistent With :
Charter Sections C6-40-1 & C6-40-58

The City’s Charter Section C6-40-59 provides that the Board of Representatives when
acting upon a Referral by the Opponents Proposed Amendment to Zoning Map shall be

7 See Link at: htt diwww. ct.sovideep/cwp/view.as
® City’s Charter’s Link: htt

? Sec. C6-40-5. Referral to Board of Represeniatives b

2a-27058q-323814&decpNav GID- 1622
:/Nibrary. municode.com/index. aspx?clientld=13324

Map After the Effective Date of the Master Plan.
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guided by the same standards as are prescribed for the Zoning Board in Section C6-40-1
of this Charter. The guidelines in Section C6-40-1"were neither referenced nor
considered in the Staff Report. The guidelines provide that there should be a
comprehensive plan for a district. Severing seven properties from the R-20 district and
rezoning them RA-| was not done in accordance with a comprehensive plan. Further
there was no consideration of (i) the dangers from flooding, (ii) of the character of the
district, or (iii) a view to conserving the value of buildings due to, among other things,
converting conforming lots into non-conforming lots.

As further evidence there is no comprehensive plan involved, Mr. Redniss unilaterally
agreed to reduce the number of properties to be rezoned from seven to six by eliminating
68 Saddle Rock Road at the December 2™ Public Hearing (A123)

After the effective date of the Master Plan, if twenty percent or more of the owners of the privately-
owned land in the area included in any proposed amendment to the Zoning Map, or if the owners of
twenty percent or more of the privately-owned land located within five hundred feet of the borders of
such area, file a signed petition with the Zoning Board, within ten days after the official publication of
the decision thereon, objecting to the proposed amendment, said decision shall have no force or effect
but the matter shall be referred by the Zoning Board to the Board of Representatives within twenty days
after such official publication, together with written findings, recommendations and reasons. The Board
of Representatives shall approve or reject such proposed amendment at or before its second regularly-
scheduled meeting following such referral. When acting upon such matters the Board of
Representatives shall be guided by the same standards as are prescribed for the Zoning Board in Section
C6-40-1 of this Charter. The failure of the Board of Representatives either to approve or reject said
amendment within the above time limit shall be deemed as approval of the Zoning Board's decision,

19 Sec. C6-40-1 .Powers and Duties of the Zoning Board.

The Zoning Board is authorized to regulate the height, number of stories and size of buildings and other
structures; the percentage of the area of the lot that may be occupied; the size of yards, courts and other
open spaces; the density of population and the location and use of buildings, structures and land or
trade, industry, residence or other purposes; and the height, size, location and character of advertising
signs and billboards. Said Board may divide the City into districts of such number, shape and area as
may be best suited to carry out the purposes of this Chapter: and, within such districts, it may regulate
the erection, construction, reconstruction, alteration or use of buildings or structures and the use of land.
All such regulations shall be uniform for each class or kind of buildings or structures throughout each
district, but the regulations in one district may differ from those in another district, shall be made in
accordance with a comprehensive plan and shall be designed o lessen congestion in the streets; 1o
secure safety from fire, panic and other dangers; to promote health and the general welfare; to provide
adequate light and air; to prevent the overcrowding of land; to avoid undue concentration of population
and to facilitate the adequate provision for transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other
public requirements. Such regulation shall be made with reasonable consideration as to the character of
the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses, and with a view to conserving the value of
buildings and encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the City.
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Part 5 The Map/Zone Change Inconsistent with the
Guidelines for Zoning Amendments '

The ZB Application is inconsistent with the Guidelines for Zoning Amendments, The
primary reason for this Map/Zone Change is to increase the height, bulk and setback of
structures in this “new district” which according to the Zoning Guidelines should be done
(if at all) by a Zoning Text Change not a Map Change.

Zoning Map Changes

The purpose of the Zoning Map is to divide the city into zoning districts of such
number, shape and area as deemed necessary to guide the most appropriate use of
land and provide for administration and enforcement of the Stamford Zoning
Regulations.

Zoning Text Changes

The purpose of the Zoning Regulations is to establish uniform standards guiding
the most appropriate use of land and buildings and controlling the height, bulk
and setback of structures and site development standards.

Part 6 Who is the Applicant?
Application for Change in the Zoning Map (A116)

Note: Richard W. Redniss, AICP, is the Applicant. According to the Tax
Assessor’s records, Mr. Redniss does not own property in the
City of Stamford. Only property owners can make an application
to change the Zoning Map. (Charter Section C6-40-4)

Charter Section C6-40-4:

Sec. C6-40-4. Applications for Amendments to the Zoning Map After
Effective Date of the Master Plan.

(a) After the effective date of the Master Plan, any Stamford property owner or
governmental agency, department, board or official, may file a written
application with the Zoning Board for an amendment to the Zoning
Map...(emphasis added)

Application for Coastal Site Plan Review, dated October 16, 2013 (Al17)

" Link: hitp://www.stamfordct, rovizoning/pages/euidelines-lor-zonine-amendments
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Note: Who is Richard W. Redniss representing in this October 16, 2013
Application as agent?

Cover letter to Norman Cole from Richard Redniss, dated October 16, 2013, Re:
Application for CAM Approval

Note: Similar to the Zoning Application and notwithstanding the

representation to the contrary, the Included Property Owners (at
least not all) did not receive a copy of the Cover Letter or the
Application for Coastal Site Plan Review, dated October 16,
2013.

Further, the Included Property Owners had no notice that this
CAM Application would be heard on December 2, 2013.

Who is Mr. Redniss referring to in the Cover Letter with the
statement: “...to facilitate this helpful change for the area
residents?”

Letter from Susan Cullman & John Kirby s to Norman Cole, dated

October 15, 2013

Note: Neither the property owners within, or outside of, the proposed

Part7

Referrals (List): Sent 10-25-2013

rezone area knew that David and Nancy Lu, the
owners/beneficiaries of 102 Saddle Rock Road, did not consent
to the proposed Map Change.

It is misleading for Susan Cullman and John Kirby to state that
“[a]ll other owners have expressed their support of the
application,” when they intentionally and wrongfully failed to
disclose to such owners, among other things, the change in
height, bulk and setbacks associated with the application

Also Cullman/Kirby authorize the office of Redniss & Mead,
Inc., not Richard Redniss, to act as their agent in connection with
land approvals. What Cullman/Kirby failed to disclosed, and is
not disclosed on the applications, is the fact that they were
representing other neighbors as well. (A42, A98)

Correspondence from Norman Cole

Letters Sent by Norman Cole, dated October 25™, to Planning Board, Office of

ix
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Long Island Sound Programs, Harbor Commission, Board of Representatives
(District 1); ZEO, EPB, Engineering Bureau, WPCA and Chief Fire
Marshall........oooi e Al01-A105

David Woods confirmed that attached to Norman Cole’s Cover Letters
(A100-105) were (i) Application for Change in the Zoning Map of
Stamford, Connecticut, File # 213-33, including Area Description (Exhibit
A), Property Owners List (Exhibit B) and a Map, all dated October 1 1,
2013; and (ii} an Application for Coastal Site Plan Review, dated October
16, 2013. In other words, the documents shown at Al113to A117.

Note: Only Planning Board (A78-94) and Engineering Bureau (A106)
responded to-date.

Question: How can any board, commission, agency, bureau or City official make an
informed decision based on the scanty information provided to such decision-makers in
this case? More alarming is the fact that only information from the Applicant is
forwarded to the agencies, bureaus and others.

What is also troubling about Norman Cole’s correspondence is the fact that there is no
effort by City officials to review the CAM Application or the Map Change Application
for consistency with the general statutes or the regulations, or provide specific local
knowledge and information related to the properties involved in the rezoning before
sending such applications to CT DEEP and other agencies and bureaus for review.

This utter lack of credible, verified and complete information can only result in subpar
reviews, at best, by the agencies and bureaus. This is an ineffective Planning and Zoning
Process. The residents have a reasonable expectation of an effective Planning and Zoning
process.

Stmply put, without extensive, burdensome work, the agencies and bureaus (and the
taxpayers) are not able to make informed decisions based on the inadequate, unclear and
inaccurate information provided by, and the material omissions of, Mr. Redniss in this
case for example.

Further there has been no mention of the construction standards which reduce the
potential for loss of life and property from flooding in this Coastal A Zone. The Zoning
Board should be proposing zoning regulation amendments that encourage the appropriate
construction standards for this Coastal A Zone, not a discriminatory, arbitrary unlawful
Map Change. Three of the seven properties included in this ZB Application were
destroyed by Super Storm Sandy and this ZB Application does nothing to identify or



address the specific flooding issues involved with those properties or the properties that
were significantly damaged.

Part 8 Applicant’s Proposed Designs &
Elevations for New Home

Footprint CompariSons. ..........ovieuuieiiiiiiiin e, Al07

Note: Pre-Existing footprint does not agree with Tax Assessor’s Records.
Compare A15 and A17; Redniss’ reported pre-existing footprint of 6,446 SF
is almost 50% more than the Tax Record’s first floor footprint of 4,349 SF.

The depicted above ground pool and cabana have elevations of 16.25 feet
while existing elevation is less than 9 feet.

Note: The tortured lot line between 68 and 74 where the pool is located was
created by the prior owners of 74. In other words, the hardship created by this
lot line is self-imposed as it was created by the prior owners of 74 Saddle
Rock Road.

Front Elevation R-20...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e Al08
Question: What is the basis for the Average Grade Elevation of 12.4 feet?
Note: Garage’s elevation is at 15 feet; existing elevation is less than 9 feet.

Question: Does FEMA require the Garage Slab to be at 15 feet?
Answer: No

Front Elevation Zone Comparison.............ocoeuiiueneeunsssseeseeeeeeieeeeeeon Al09

How much fill and what is the impact on flooding, drainage, etc. in this Coastal
A Zone?

Side View of EleVations........o.oouviieeeoee e AllD

Question: By raising the house 5.5 feet, from 12 feet to 17.5 feet, is the
enclosed area under the first floor counted as a “Story” despite there being

no actual living space? Answer: Yes Confirmed with Jim Lunney, ZEO, as
well,

Definition of Story: That portion of a building between any floor and the
ceiling or roof next above it, the ceiling of which is five feet (5") or more
above the level from which the height of the building is measured, shall
constitute a full story. A "half-story” is any habitable space which has a
stairway as a means of access and egress and in which the ceiling area at a
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height of 7 1/3 feet above the floor is not more than one-third the area of the
next floor below. (91-002; 203-38)

ZEO S Map of AT€a.......uiiiiuiiiiii et Alll
Part 9 Redniss’ Exhibits (December 2" Public Hearing)

Exhibit 1

Statement of Notification of Property OWNeIS..........ooveoreeovoeveooeeeeeeeeeeeoeoooeoooomns All2
Application for Change in the Zoning Map of Stamford, Connecticut,

File #213-33. e All3
Area Description (Exhibit A)............oooiiiiiiii e All4
Property Owners List (Exhibit B).........ooooiiuiomeei oo Alls
Map by Redniss & Mead, dated October 7, 2013; and...........oovvuevivneeeeee All6
Application for Coastal Site Plan Review, dated October 16,2013, .cinieeeniannn, All7
Property Owners within 300 Feet............oooouuiireeeeuie oo All8
Exhibit 2
Elevation Section depicting 74 Saddle Rock Road prepared by Mead & Redniss,
dated December 2, 2013......ciiriiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee e e All9

Note: A height increase of 5 feet from 30 feet to 35 feet as the ZB
Application does in this case results in a height increase of 10 feet. See
Darien ZBA Memo at A57, para. 19,

Exhibit 3
Westport Height Regulation.................iviiiiiiioiiieeeeoeeeeee e Al20

Note: See comments above (A65-77)

Exhibit 4
Stamford Master Plan — Residential #2.............cccoooovveiiiie Al21

Note: Redniss’ admission that Land Use Category Residential #2 applies to
the 7 properties. (See comments under Master Plan Map at A78)

Exhibit 5
Email from David Tunick to Richard Redniss, dated December 2,2013................A122

What specifically did Mr. Tunick learn?
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Where are the written statements by the property owners within the proposed
rezone area agreeing to this ZB Application? What exactly has Mr. Redniss
represented to these home owners?

Exhibit 6

Redniss’ Revised/Amended Application eliminating 68 Saddle Rock Road from the
proposed rezoned area for the Zoning Board to consider...............ovvvevnevnn. Al123

Part 10 Other Documents

Notice'? in The Stamford Advocate-November 20" and 27" ... Al125

Questions: What date was the Notice drafted? Who drafted the Notice? Why
didn’t the Town Clerk use a date and time stamp?

Note: No notice of CAM Application Review in Zoning Board Agenda or the
Notice. Also the residents did not receive Mr. Redniss’ October 16" letter,
notwithstanding Mr. Redniss’ representation to the contrary. (A98)

Abutters List: 500 feet from 68 Saddle Rock Road........c.veuveenevniinsiisineoii Al130
Demolition Application for 74 Saddle Rock Road.........coevvuvveneeneeoeeeeinnneneii, Al32

Note: Indicates that the razed home was 2 stories. The height of the building
is not shown.

Part 11 The ZB Application is Inconsistent with Connecticut
Coastal Area Management Act (“CAM”)

There is no indication that anyone has reviewed this proposed Map Change for
consistency with the applicable policies of the Connecticut Coastal Area Management

** Sec. C6-40-11. Notice of Public Hearings.

Notice of each public hearing held with respect to amendments of the Zoning Regulations and Map or
applications for approval of site and architectural plans and/or requested uses shall be given by
publishing in an official newspaper the time, place and purpose of such hearing. If any such hearing is
to be held with respect to an amendment to the Zoning Map, such notice shall include a clear and
accurate map showing the bounds of any area or areas affected. Said notice shall be published at least
twice, the first not more than fifteen nor less than ten days before such hearing, and the last not less than
two days before such hearing; and a copy of such proposed amendment or a copy of such application
for approval of site and architectural plans and/or requested uses shall be filed in the office of the Town
and City Clerk at least ten days before such hearing.
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Act, CGS Sections 22a-90 through 22a-112, inclusive'®. Listed below are four
inconsistencies with the Coastal Management Act.

1. The proposed Map Change is not proceeding in a manner consistent with the rights of
private property owners. This relevant policy is contained in CAM’s general goals
and policies, which includes but is not limited to (1) the development... of the coastal
area proceeds in a manner consistent with the rights of private property
owners....(CGS Sec 22a-92(a)(1))'* (See Legal Arguments and misrepresentations,
infra, and Part 7, supra, lack of information provided to decision-makers.)

2. The planning process for the Map Change failed to consider the potential impact of
coastal flooding so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life and property.
This relevant policy is contained in CAM’s general goals and policies, which includes
but is not limited to the need to consider in the planning process the potential impact
of coastal flooding. CGS Sec 22a-92(a)5))"

3. Views of Long Island Sound will be materially altered by the proposed Map Change.
The relevant CAM policy is contained within the minimization of “adverse impacts
on coastal resources” policy, which includes but is not limited to... (F) degrading
visual quality through the significant alteration of the natural features of vistas and
viewpoints (CGS Sec. 22a-93(15))". Within this context, this policy recognizes the

" Link to CGS: hutp:/law.justia.com/codes/connecticut/2012/

" CGS Sec. 22a-92¢a)(1) “ (a) The following general goals and policies are established by this chapter:
(1) To ensure that the development, preservation or use of the land and water resources of the coastal area
proceeds in a manner consistent with the rights of private property owners and the capability of the fand
and water resources to support development, preservation or use without significantly disrupting either the
natural environment or sound economic growth;,.."”

' CGS See. 22a-92(a)(5) To consider in the planning process the potential impact of a rise in sea level,
coastal flooding and erosion patterns on coastal development so as to minimize damage to and destruction
of life and property and minimize the necessity of public expenditure and shoreline armoring to protect
future new development from such hazards;

'® CGS Sec. 22a-93(15) “Adverse impacts on coastal resources” include but are not limited to: (A)
Degrading water quality through the significant introduction into either coastal waters or groundwater
supplies of suspended solids, nutrients, toxics, heavy metals or pathogens, or through the significant
alteration of temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen or salinity; (B) degrading existing circulation patterns of
coastal waters through the significant alteration of patterns of tidal exchange or flushing rates, freshwater
input, or existing basin characteristics and channel contours; (C) degrading natural erosion patterns through
the significant alteration of littoral transport of sediments in terms of deposition or source reduction: (D)
degrading natural or existing drainage patterns through the significant alteration of groundwater flow and
recharge and volume of runofT; (E) increasing the hazard of coastal flooding through significant alieration
of shoreline configurations or bathymetry, particularly within high velocity flood zones; (F) degrading
visual quality through significant alteration of the natural fentures of vistas and view points; (G)
degrading or destroying essential wildlife, finfish or shellfish habitat through significant alteration of the
composition, migration patterns, distribution, breeding or other population characteristics of the natural
species or significant alteration of the natural components of the habitat; and (H) degrading tidal wetlands,
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importance of the visual quality of the natural resources of the coastline and the visual
access to them. In plain English, CAM protects “public” views of the coastline and
coastal resources. The creation of a number of tall structures as proposed by this ZB
Application on Saddle Rock Road, a residential street and a destination point for

vistas of Long Island Sound for residents of, and visitors to, Shippan, is inconsistent
with CAM.

4. The map Change will disturb more than 8 acres, which are surrounded by water on
three (3) sides, and may increase the hazard of coastal flooding through significant
alteration of shoreline configurations (taller structures; also see proposed designs for
new home - larger footprint, use of fill etc.) within a high velocity flood zone. {ftn 15,
CGS Sec. 22a-93(15)(E))

Mr. Redniss’ representations regarding the beneficial impacts of the Map Change and the
proposal’s consistency with the goals and policies of CAM are meritless. (See CAM
Application at A117)

First, Mr. Redniss admits that with the City’s current strong policies and practices
against subdivisions in this Coastal A Zone it is highly unlikely there will ever be
an increase in the number of residences in this area. (A22, point 4) And if
subdivisions are a real concern, why are the two largest lots - 71 Saddle Rock
Road (1.446 acres) and 91 Rogers Rogers (1.377 acres) — which would be
contiguous to the area to be rezoned, not included in the proposed area to be
rezoned?

Second, the City of Stamford has never denied anyone the right to raise their
existing home above the BFE. And there are no pending applications or backlog
requests to raise homes in the flood prone areas in the City of Stamford.

Third, the additional half story (i.e., increasing the number of stories from 2 % to
3 stories) does nothing to allow “homes to be raised above critical flood heights”
as represented by Mr. Redniss.

Fourth, other municipalities (e.g. Darien and Westport) have properly reviewed
and analyzed the height and other relief Sandy victims need. Darien decided any
height variance had to be decided on a case-by-case basis. Westport provided
limited height relief (up to a maximum of 31 feet) to a few existing homes on

beaches and dunes, rocky shorefronts, and bluffs and escarpments through significant alteration of their
natural characteristics or function; (emphasis added)
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small lots. Mr. Redniss’ admitted that he discussed with City officials new coastal
height regulations but learned that such an analysis “would require much study
and time.” (A22, para. 1) As Mr. Redniss knows, or should know, proper analyses
do take time and for the general welfare of the community such studies should be
undertaken, not an ad hoc map change that benefits no one except his real client.

Part 12 FEMA

Flood engineering design and decisions are currently too closely linked with insurance policy
decisions. The homeowners in the Coastal A Zone area of the City of Stamford need
scientifically based recommendations that focus on the actual risk to such homeowners. The
Coastal Construction Manual (CCM), currently considered the best practice available,
provides code-plus design recommendations, but these best practices are not required to be
followed in Stamford. Further, the CCM does not account for simultaneous high tides and
peak surges which (I believed) accounted for a significant amount of the damages in the
Coastal A Area proposed to be rezoned.

The primary goal of the Zoning Board and other boards and commissions for this Coastal A
Zone should be to improve the understanding of coastal flooding in the changing
environment and to provide guidance to homeowners and others to consider increased
mitigation and adaptation for buildings designed in this coastal area, not an arbitrary map
change proposed by a conflicted resident.

Part 13 Numerous Misrepresentations from Conception and
Still On-going with Zoning Application

During the course of the approval process for this ZB Application Mr. Redniss has made
many material misrepresentations and material omissions to include:

a) Representing that he is the Applicant when he does not own property in the City
of Stamford.

b) Implying that he is representing many of the owners in the area proposed to be
rezoned when in fact he is representing Cullman/Kirby.

¢) Failure to disclose that Nancy and David Lu did not agree to the Map Change;
and now, without discussing the issue with anyone, wants the Zoning Board to
impose the proposed Map Change on Nancy and David Lu and make their
property non- conforming. Except for one or two conflicted neighbors, [ don’t
believe any neighbor wants to see the proposed Map Change imposed on the Lu’s
property. Cullman/Kirby/Redniss did not force the Map Change on David
Tunick’s property.

d) Failure to disclose the true interests of the owners of 74 Saddle Rock Road when
participating in the planning process for the proposed Map Change.

e) Misrepresenting the footprint of 74 Saddle Rock Road prior to the demolition of
the building
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f) Failed to correct City officials for utilizing an incorrect lepal standard (i.e., the
improper criteria) in analyzing and preparing the Staff Report for the ZB
Application.

g) Representing to City officials that certain communications were made 10 the
property owners when they were not.

h) Misrepresenting to residents their building rights either negligently or
intentionally to achieve a goal.

i) Providing non-responsive, vague answers to owners’ questions.

j) Misleading the Zoning Board about the distance the new house will be from the
Murphy’s property line under RA-1 and R-20 (66 vs 88 feet) by failing to note the
location of the proposed pool and the cabana.

k) Failure to disclose to the Planning and Zoning Boards that the ZB Application is
inconsistent with the Master Plan.

Part 14 LEGAL ARGUMENTS
Zoning Board Lacks Power to Grant Variances

The City’s comprehensive plan consists of the zoning regulations and the zoning map.
The requirement of a comprehensive plan is generally satisfied when the Zoning Board
acts with the intention of promoting the best interests of the entire community. The ZB
Application before the Zoning Board is intended to benefit via height and story relief the
owners of 74 Saddle Rock Road and does not promote the interest of the entire
community.

It is illegal for the Zoning Board to vary height, bulk and setbacks on a case-by-case basis
(via map change application to a map change application basis), when the exclusive
authority to vary the zoning regulations is vested in the zoning board of appeals. No
board or commission other than the zoning board of appeals may be given the power to
vary the application of the zoning regulations in individual cases.

The power to issue variances is specifically granted to zoning board of appeals in the
enabling statutes. That logic applies with equal force here. There is nothing contained
within the General Statutes authorizing the Zoning Board to adopt arbitrary map changes
empowering itself to vary the application of the zoning regulations.

Every municipality which exercises the zoning power is mandated by Connecticut
General Statutes to have a zoning board of appeals, which acts as a "quasi-judicial” body
in deciding whether to grant relief from the literal enforcement of the zoning regulations.

A zoning board of appeals is indispensable to the zoning process both from the
constitutional and the practical standpoint. The essential purpose of the zoning board of
appeals is to deal with these cases by furnishing some elasticity in the application of
regulatory measures so that they do not operate in an arbitrary or confiscatory, and
consequently unconstitutional, manner.
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Vioiation of Uniformity Requirement within Districts

The obvious purpose of the requirement of uniformity within districts in the regulations is
to assure property owners that there shall be no improper discrimination, all owners of
the same class and in the same district being treated alike with provision for relief in
cases of exceptional difficulty or unusual hardship by action of the zoning board of
appeals.

The uniformity requirement serves the interests of providing fair notice to applicants and
of ensuring their equal treatment. Uniformity requirement "represents a reenactment in
statutory form of the general principle underlying the equal protection clause — that all
land in similar circumstance should be zoned alike".

Part 15 SUGGESTED FINDINGS

I. Two (# 102 and 123) of the seven homes involved in this Map Change have been
uninhabitable since Super Storm Sandy and the owners are in discussions with City
Officials about their options. There is no written evidence that either of these owners
need or support this Map Change. In fact one of these owners (#102) is on the record
as still reviewing with their attorney the implications of the Map Change, and the
preference of the owners of #123 is not to raise the existing house. One home (#68)
meets the base flood elevation requirements and none of the other three homes (#88,
#89 or #107) are considering raising their homes at this time. That leaves the seventh
property (#74) where the owners, the conflicted proponents of the Map Change, after
razing the prior home want to build a large new house without going through the
variance process and in disregard of, among other things, the (i) property rights’ of
others, (ii) public views of Long Island Sound, and (iii) the potential loss of life and
property resulting from flooding of the other properties.

2

The owners included within, and outside of, the proposed “new district” acquired
their properties districted as R-20. 1f approved this ZB Application will, inter alia,
change conforming lots into non-conforming lots, unlawfully diminish abutters’
property rights and allow for the creation of tall structures on a residential street
blocking public views of Long Island Sound.

More significantly, the approval of the ZB Application would be a violation of the
State and Federal equal protection clauses that all land in similar circumstances
should be zoned alike. 1t would also be a violation due process — fair notice.

3. In order to maintain views and the character of the area, the Zoning Board of Appeals
rarely grants height variances. The owners of the property located at 91 Rogers Road
could not get a 4 inch height variance when building their new home. The owners of
75 Saddle Rock Road built to a height of only 24 feet due to neighbor concemns.
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1.

The disguised purpose of the ZB Application is to provide height and bulk relief to
the property owners of 74 Saddle Rock Road which they could not get by way of a
variance, the proper zoning process.

The ZB Application is inconsistent with the City’s Charter, the Master Plan, Coastal
Area Management Act, and the Guidelines for Zoning Amendments.

City officials utilized an incorrect legal standard (i.e., the improper criteria) in
analyzing a change in Zoning Map. The key criteria used in the Staff Report to
analyze the Map Change are inconsistent with the City’s Charter, More alarming is
the fact that David Woods, AICP, Principal Planner, admitted to Karen Murphy at
their meeting on December 6, 2013, that the Staff Report was written on the premise
that all of the included property owners wanted the Map/Zone Change —i.e., not on
the law.

The Planning Board’s findings that the Map/Zone Change will “lessen density in a
flood prone area” is suspect based on (i) the private agreement in place; (ii) Mr.
Redniss’ admission that the City’s strong policies and practices would preclude any
subdivision in the area proposed to be rezoned; and (iii) due to the street frontage and
set back requirements it is doubtful that the properties not subject to the private
agreement could be subdivided.

The process to-date to advance this so-called called “Map Change” was accomplished
by material misrepresentations and material omissions on the property owners within,
and outside of, the proposed rezone area, and on City and State Officials.

During storms the height of the waves exceeds the height of the sea wall in the
proposed area to be rezoned, and water flows over the top of the sea wall to flood the
land behind it. The overtopping result in high velocity flows and there are no
openings in the sea wall for the water to flow out.

Richard W. Redniss, AICP, does not own property in the City of Stanford. The
Zoning Board, therefore, does not have jurisdiction to hear the Application for
Change in the Zoning Map of Stamford, Connecticut, File # 213-33.

1t is unclear who the applicant is on the Application for Coastal Site Plan Review.
The Zoning Board, therefore, does not have jurisdiction to hear the Application for
Coastal Site Plan Review, which apparently is associated with the Application for
Change in the Zoning Map of Stamford, Connecticut, File # 213-33.

- It is apparent that Mr. Redniss represented Susan Cullman and John Kirby in the

application process and indicated, at the same time, that he was representing the
interests of the other property owners within and outside of the proposed rezone area
as well, which he knowingly and intentionally failed to do.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The owners, or predecessor owners, of 74 and 88 Saddle Rock Road created the less
than one acre lots located at 68, 88 and 102 Saddle Rock Road and, therefore, should
be precluded from joining any effort to make such lots non-conforming due to a self-
imposed hardship.

Due to erosion and the change in the mean high water line, it is unclear if the lots
located at 107 and 89 Saddle Rock Road will continue to be one acres lots.

The properties located at 102 and 123 Saddle Rock Road have been significantly
damaged and are currently in discussions with City officials as to what can and
cannot be done to make these homes habitable. The preference of the owners of 123
Saddle Rock Road is not to raise the existing building.

Mr. Redniss intentionally and wrongfully misrepresented to the Zoning Board and
others the prior footprint of the home located at 74 Saddle Rock Road prior to its
demolition earlier this year.

By ignoring where the pool and the cabana, both at an elevation of 16.5 feet, will be
built, Mr. Redniss intentionally and wrongfully misrepresented the distance the new
home will be built from the Murphy property line, and omitted to discuss the resulting
flood issues due to the tortured lot line between the Murphys’ and Cullman’s/Kirby’s
properties which was created by a predecessor-in-interest of Cullman/Kirby.

In summary, Mr. Redniss’ absurd reason for the Map/Zone Change that the purchasers of
one of the most expensive properties in Stamford should not have to beg for a variance is
both misguided and unlawful. Put simply, the proposed Map Change is not a lawful
zoning technique.

XX
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
ADOPTED RESOLUTION
March 26, 2013

Application Number: Proposed Amendments to Zoning Regulations (COZR #1-2013)
Application Put Forth by: the Darien Planning & Zoning Commission

Activity Being Applicd For: Proposal to amend subsections 411 and 416 of the Zoning Regulations
rclative to the Noroton Bay District Residential Zone (R-NBD). These changes: 1) modify the
Background and Purposes for this zone; 2) modify Maximum Building Feight in feet in this zone
from 30 to 33 feet; and 3) modify Maximum Building Covcrage in this zone, by exempting the first
six inches of eaves and up to a total ol twenty square feet of stair landing and stoop overhangs.

Property is located at: ‘These regulation amendments would only apply to properties within the
Noroton Bay District Residential (R-NBD) Zone. This zoning district covers most. but not ail of the
properties within the Noroton Bay neighborhood.

Date ol Public Hearings: February 26, 2013 continued to March 5, 2013
Time and Place of Public Hearings: 8:00 PM.  Auditorium Town Hall

Publication of Hearing Notices
Dates: February 15 & 22,2013 Newspaper: Darien News

Date of Action: March 26, 2013

Action:  ADOPTED IN PART WITH MODIFICATIONS {Building Coverage modifications)
AND DENIED IN PART (Building Height modifications)
THE REGULATION AMENDMENTS WHICH ARE GRANTED WILL TAKFE EFFECT
ON SUNDAY, APRIL 14,2013 AT TWELVE NOON,

Scheduled Date of Publication of Action:
April 5, 2013 Newspaper: Darien News

Following careful review of the submitied application materials and related analysces. the
Commission finds:

I The subject proposal put forth by the Planning and Zoning Commission is to amend subsections
411 and 416 ol the Zoning Regulations relative to the Noroton Bay District Residential Zone
(R-NBD). This was as outlined in a memo from Planning & Zoning Director feremy Ginsberg
dated January 18, 2013.

These proposed changes:

a) Change the Background and Pumoses subsection 41 1 by adding information about the
recent storm. and proposed FEMA changes:

b) Change in Building height subsection 416 # I—propose 33 feet in lieu of 30 allowed:

¢) Change in Building coverage subscction 416 note h.—exempt tirst six inches of cave and up
to 20 square feet of stair tanding and stoop overhang from coverage.
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
ADOPTED RESOLUTION
AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING REGULATIONS
PUT FORTH BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
MARCH 26, 2013
PAGE 2

Two difTerent factors have precipitated this proposal. The first is storm Sandy. which hit the
Town of Darien in late October 2012, and damaged many houses in Noroton Bay and
throughout Darien. Many property owners in the R-NBD zone are in the process of rebuilding,
The second factor is the upcoming change in the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) which will
go into effect in July 2013. These new FIRM raise required first floor elevations in Darien for
properties within the tlood zone. Most affected is the R-NBD zone. which goes from elevation
1B or 11 to elevation 14. The Commission believed that since rebuilding is in process. it was
important to get a proposal put forth at this time.

The Commission’s considerations are to preserve the Noroton Bay community and also to
provide flexibility to property owners who are in the process of rebuilding and meeting FEMA
first Mloor requirements both existing, and to go into effect in July 2013.

These changes only affect the R-NBD Zone. This zone is the smallest residential zone in Town
by size. and was established in 2003. It covers most, but not all of the area known as Noroton
Bay. It only contains 76+/- lots, ALL of which are in the flood zone. Thus, none of these
properties is allowed to have a basement under the flood regulations. They range in size from
.18 acres to .77 acres, with the only exception being the Noroton Yacht Club which sits on more
than an acre. It is generaily scen as a zone that is “built out™—little or no new building lots can
be created. There are no vacant fots other than those used by the Yacht Club for parking. It is
also close to being “built out” in terms of building coverage—many houses within Noroton Bay
are at or near the existing 20% maximum.

The change (o the Building FHeight maximum was proposed to address the fact that lifting
houses or rebuilding houses in this zone will require that any finished first floor be at or above
elevation 15 (Darien requires that first floor elevations be at least one foot above the F EMA
requirement of clevation 14), whereas now it is 10 or 11. Many properties have a ground
clevation in the range of 7-8 now, requiring any finished first floor to be up 6-7 feet over the
property’s ground elevation. However, property elevations do vary. and cach case is different.

The proposed Building Coverage change is also related to the fact that these properties are all
within the llood zone. Because such houses need to be higher, doors leading to any finished
floor space must be elevated. Thus, there will likely be more stairways in and out of a house
due to the elevation requirements. The Commission belicved that providing up to 20 square feet
of total stoop overhang would help account for some of these extra needs. Also, the
Commission here took particular note that many of the properties in Noroton Bay arc at or near
the 20% Building Coverage maximum now. Thus by also exempting 6 inches of building eave.
this may allow lor houses to provide eaves, and thereby look better. while not impacting
coverage.

Onc of the purposes of the Building Coverage change is to both keep the general aesthetic of the
neighborhood as well as to acknowledge that for houses that are elevated fo meet the flood
regulations, additional stairways will likely need to be created to provide access to doorways on
the structures (which would also likely need to be at a higher grade). It would be appropriate for
such doorways to have a covered landing. It was specilically mentioned at the public hearing
that the nwenty square feet of covered landing may be in the form of imore than one covered

landing. as long as the total does not exceed twenty square feet. A covered landing may also 52
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include an cave, which, if not exceeding six inches, would also not count towards building
coverage in this zone.

The Building Coverage change is particularly helpful to smaller lots, which may he at or above
[ulf building coverage presently. In the R-NBD zone. about 28 of the 76 existing lots are less
than or equal to .25 acres in size, or smaller.

One of the issues is whether these new regulations apply to lifting/elevating houses and/or to
new construction. In addition, during the public hearing process, comments were received
about the desire of some property owners to see similar changes proposed for other zoning
districts that included flood zone parcels. The response at a staft level was that the changes are
MOST applicable in this zone, since all lots are in the flood zone, and due to the small size of
the zoning district. and the fact that so many of the houses in this zone were damaged in the
recent storm. and many of the lots are so small. Staff would want to see the elfects of possible
implementation before trying it elsewhere. It was noted that reliet'is always available via the
Zoning Board of Appeals if a hardship can be shown,

- At the public hearing, a number of housing lifting and new house approvals within this zone and

near this zone were reviewed with the Commission. it was noted that in all but one case. houses
complied with the thirty foot height regulation now in efTect in this zone.

. At the public hearing. Planning and Zoning Director Jeremy Ginsberg explained that any

regulation plan must be consistent with the Town Plan of Conservation and Development, [le
read aloud two policies from the plan:

Policies in Chapter 3: To reduce the potential for loss of lile and property resulting from flood
conditions, both for existing and future development. and to protect the natural fMlood carrying
capacity of all floodplains.

Policies in Chapter 6: Continue to evaluate and consider amending the existing building
coverage and height restrictions to maintain the character of the community.

. The Commission finds that many, it not all, property owners within the R-NBD zone may be

able to lift or rebuild their house while complying with building height maximums now in
effect. The Commission also finds that by exempting the first six inches of caves from building
coverage calculation within this zone, additional Alexibility is given to property owners in this
district when lifting or rebuilding their houses. Testimony was presented that while eaves now
count towards building coverage, they are not enclosed spaces, and are scen generally as
improving the look and aesthetics of a house. and do not affect the perceived bulk of a house,

- As part of this application, numerous comments were received from the State of CT DEEP, the

Southwestern Regional Planning A gency (SWRPA) and the Darien Zoning Board of Appeals
{ZBA). The ZBA comments were outlined in a February 6. 2013 memo. portions of which were
as follows:

Proposed Noroton Bay changes. The 784 supports the praposed 6 coverage exemption for
caves fownwide. And the 2BA supports the proposed exemption for stair landing stoop

wverhangs in Noroton Bay. However the 7.1 urges cauntion with allowing an extra 3" of

building height. Recent ZBA hearings of variance applications on specific Noroton Bay 53
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properiies has included consideration of the proposals” fit among their surrounding propereies
as well as observation of the overall general neighhorhood character. This review appears (o
indicate that very comforiable and attractive houses with attic level storage or living space can
be built within the current regulution limits Jor the neighborhood, including the applicable flood
zone Standards,

[4. A number of property owners. builders, and others spoke at the public hearings held on
February 26 and March 5. At the public hearing it was noted that since storm Sandy, only one
height variance has been applied for before the Zoning Board of Appeals.

15. Section 8-3{d) of the Connecticut General Statutes requires that notice of this decision be
published in a local paper, and a copy of the regulation change be filed with the Town Clerk
prior to the zoning regulation amendments taking effect.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Proposed Amendments of the Darien Zoning
Regulations regarding modifications to subsections 411 and 416 arc ADOPTED IN PART WITH
MODIFICATIONS WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUNDAY, APRIL 14.2013 AT TWELVE
NOON AND DENIED IN PART.

The proposed amendments to subsections 41 | (regarding Background and Purposes of the R-NBD
Zone), and subscction 416 adding note h (changes to maximum building coverage) in the R-NBD
zone are ADOPTED WITI MODIFICATIONS. The Commission finds that these amendments, as
modified, are consistent with the 2006 Town Plan of Conservation and Development as amended.

The proposed amendments to subsection 416 #11 regarding building height is DENIED. The
Commission believes that requests for building heights greater than 30 feet can be taken hefore the
Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA} and determined on a case-by-case hasis. While the Commission
acknowledges the need for property owners to elevate and/or rebuild their houses entirely. due to
the important and sensitive nature ol building height, the Commission belicves that an increase in

overall building height for the entire zoning district may impact the character of this neighborhood.

(The inside cover page of the Zoning Regulations, the Table of Contents. and Appendix C-Schedule
of Amendments also shall be modified accordingly)

The approved wording for these Sections is as follows:
New waording in bold, deletiony in strikeont:

1) Modity subscction 41 1 Backeround and Purposes in the Noroton Bay District Residential
Zone, by adding a new paragraph afier the third paragraph.

During the ensuing years from 1957, many variance applications were reccived lor proposed
construction of additions to existing residences or replacement residences because virtually
none of the lots in this neighborhoad complied with the one-acre minimum lot size, lots4



2)

416.

PLANNING & ZONNG COMMISSION
ADOPTED RESOLUTION

AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING REGULATIONS

PUT FORTH BY THE PLLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
MARCH 26, 2013
PAGE 5

width, or lot depth requirements of the R-1 Zone. None of the structures complied fully
with all of the building setback and yard requirements. Enactment of Flood Damage
Prevention  Regulations has required many structures to be clevated as substantial
renovations or new construction was proposed. The Flood Damage Prevention Regulations
requirc that the lowest floor (including basement) be at least one foot above the expected

food level. The flood level is generally one to three feet above the existing ground level.

In late October 2012, a storm affected many houses in Noroten Bay, resulting in flood
damage to many of the residential structures and the Noroton Yacht Club. In
December 2012, FEMA noted that new Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) wouid
take effect in mid-2013. This would result in most of Noroton Bay, which is now in the
AE elevation 10 or AE clevation 11 zones to become AE elevation 4, thus requiring
additional elevation of any first floor finished space. This modified FEMA mapping
affects almost every house within this zoning district (some of the waterfront
properties are currently in the VE-14 flood zoae and will not be impacted by the
proposed new FIRM). Basements are not permitted within the flood hazard zones.
The Commission wants to éncourage property owners to comply with all of the flood
damage prevention requirements. Because of the unique nature of this zone, with
relatively small lots and all structures within a flood zone, which flood zone elevation is
generally four feet or more higher than the adjacent streets, special provisions are
included, exempting the first six inches of cave and up to twenty square feet of stair
landing/stoop overhangs from Building Coverage, making it casier for property owners
to elevate their house to meet applicable FEMA standards.

Modify subsection 416 Area and Bulk Requirements #12 and add a new note “I”" in the
Noroton Bay District Residential Zone ( R-NBD). by exempting the first six inches of cave

and up to a total of twenty square feet for overhangs for stairs. stair landings, and stoops

from Building Coverage in the R-NBD Zone.

Area and Bulk Requirements

I'he requirements listed for the Noroton Bay District Residential Zone (R-NBD) shall be
deemed to be the minimum or maximum requirements in every instance of their application,
Dimensions are in feet unless otherwise indicated.

: ”" (15 "M.,.f

1. Minimum Lot Area (Square Feet)
(See notes c, ¢)

2. Minimum Width (See notes a, b,c)

3. Minimum Frontage (See notes acfp )
4. Minimum Depth {See notes a. )




PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
ADOPTED RESOLUTION
AMENDMENTS TO THLE ZONING REGULATIONS

PUT FORTH BY THE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION

MARCH 26, 2013

PAGE 6
5. "Minimum Front Yard (See notes a. b) 30
As measured from the front property line(s). |
| 6. Minimum Side Yard: Least One ! 135
7. Minimum Side Yard: Total of Two (See notes ; 30
. b S |
8. _Minimum Rear Yard (See note b) | 25
9. Accessory Structures (See note d and £)
9A. Minimum Distance from
. FrontLotLine | 30
98. Minimum Distance from : 15
Side Lot Line :
9C. Minimum Distance from 25
SE— 7 3 5. |
10. Maximum Heightin Stories 1 2y,
|11 Maximum Height in Feet o 30
12. Maximum Building Coverage ; 20%
. {as percentage of lot arca) (see noteh)

. See Sections 334 and 339 for application of "minimum width".

b.  Sce Scction 333.

€. See Section 385 where lots are of non-conforming dimensions.

d.  Detached accessory structures within five feet of a principal structure
of the structure over eight (8) feet in height shall observe the same
buildings.

¢.  See Section 335.

f.  See Section 332.

g Special Provision for Utility Sheds.

or with any portion

No more than one utility shed shalf be permitted on each property provided:

I

-

L

j¥ [ 5N

h. In the R-NBD Zone, the first six inches (6™
square feet for overhangs for stairs, stair |

The maximum width of the shed shall be 8 (cight feet) and the maximum

fength of the shed shall be 8 (cight feey);

The highest part of the roof shall not be more than & {eight feet) above

the highest point of the adjacent ground;

The shed must comply with the front yard sethack. and shall be not less
than 27 (two feet) from the side lot line and not less than 27 {two icet)
from the rear lot line. and on properties adjacent to coastal waters the
shed shall comply with the 25" (twenty-five foot) rear yard setback:

The shed must comply with the Flood Damage Prevention requirements:
The shed must comply with ail Zoning and Building Permit requirements
and will be counted as part of the maximum permitted building coverage.

Building Coverage.

Poc resolus zonng Changes Intondimont 18

) of building cave, and up to twenty (20)
andings. and stoops do not count toward

sethacks as for main
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TOWN OF DARIEN )
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

MEMORANDUM

From: Darien Zoning Board of Appeals
To: Darien Planning and Zoning Commission

Re: REQUEST TO CONSIDER CHANGES TO DARIEN’'S ZONING REGULATIONS

February 6, 2013

Former and current ZBA members and staff have been noting issues with various zoning
regulations for many years now. And for the past couple months a subcommittee hag
been studying the difficulties that may indicate a value to clarification, adjustment
and/or change. A preliminary list of possible changes was developed, carefully
reviewed by all 8 ZBA members, and revised with many deletions. Subsequently at a
Special Meeting on February 6, 2013 the ZBA voted 6 - 0 to approve the following
recommendations for your consideration. We thank you for this opportunity and we
would be happy to answer any questions (in writing or in person) that you may have.

1. Determine acceptable size cupolas (height, width, roofline) which would be
exempt from the maximum Building Height calculation. The 4’ default practice
doesn’t appear to fit properly with every house design. Section 371
Check out the details of an existing cupola which is attractive. Define a maximum
height ignoring any weathervane/spire type projections. Define a maximum
width perhaps proportional to the ridge length the cupola sits on.

2. Establish a procedure for the ZEO to determine the legality of non-conforming
building lots (width, depth, area, merger), provided replacement house proposals
meet all setback, parking and other limitations. 334a, 334b, 385

3. Determine acceptable size covered front porches (height, wiclth, roofline) which
would be exempt from setbacks or subject to reduced setbacks. Perhaps a one
story and 8’ maximum width would be appropriate. 351

4. Determine acceptable size entry stairs (height, width, landing size) which would
be exempt from or subject to reduced setbacks. 354

TOWN HALL 2 RENSHAW ROAD DARIEN, CT 06820-§%9‘7
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Relative to current Noroton Bay applications which include raised entry terraces
in flood zone areas, is there a maximum size height, width, length, and extension
into required setback space (say 50% of the distance) for acceptable size entry
terraces that would not need a variance?

5. Determine acceptable size dormers (height, width, roofline) which would be
exempt from the maximum Building Height calculation. Consider the attached
Norwalk regulation. 3507, 371

6. Consider establishing the P&ZC as the sole authority to determine the
acceptability of a CBD use on a property with nonconforming parking, accessway,
road frontage, or other site development standards. 904, 656

7. Applications or appeals to the ZBA shall be ... accompanied by updated survey

plans, building plans, materials, and other information as determined by the ZBA.

1126b

8. Applications denied shall not be heard by the ZBA again until 6 months after the
denial, to be consistent with State Statute. 1126e

9. Exempt from the definition of Building Coverage, above ground mechanical
HVAC & generator equipment, fuel tanks, and basement access Bilco style doors,
provided they each are below a certain unit size (perhaps 8 square feet) and
provided the total of such features does not exceed a maximum total (perha ps 20
square feet). 210

10. Exempt from the definition of Building Coverage, projecting roof overhang eaves
up to 6” inclusive of finished trim materials, 210

11. Clarify last paragraph of neighbor notification procedure to include “ At least one
week prior to the Public Hearing.... 1127

12. Modify the definition of Lot Line, Side. A change of direction of 60 degrees or
more from the original bearing for a length of 30 fect or more shall change a side
lot line to a rear lot line. 210

13. Add monument style signs as a possible type with limitations on size and lighting.

14. Allow halo style internally fitted wall sign illumination which backlights the
immediate area behind the sign, such as Brooks Brothers and Stop & Shop. 926.1

15. Clarify the prohibition of flashing, etc signs to include the current style of electric

and LED type signs proliferating in many store interiorss, such as for al] the liquor
and beverage drinks. 928.18
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16. Allow an addition to be constructed without a variance if all of the new volume
conforms to applicable setback and other limitations. Eliminate the current
“penalty” practice and simplify the application of the total side yard setback
requirement in the R-1/3 and R-1 /5 zones. It's very difficult to administer and
harder to explain to owners and their representatives. 406 -7

17. Clarify that adding more volume above or i line with a nonconforming to
regulations structure requires a variance. (Maslan argument). 384

18. Clarify and/or distinguish Personal Service Business compared to Retail uses
within the Commercial Sales and Services definition, 210

19. Proposed Noroton Bay changes. The ZBA supports the proposed 6” coverage
exemption for eaves townwide. And the ZBA supports the proposed exemption
for stair landing/ stoop overhangs in Noroton Bay. However the ZBA urges
caution with allowing an extra 3’ of building height. Recent ZBA hearings of
variance applications on specific Noroton Bay properties has included
consideration of the proposals’ fit among their surrounding properties as well as
observation of the overall general neighborhood character. This review appears to
indicate that very comfortable and attractive houses with attic level storage or
living space can be built within the current regulation limits for the neighborhood,
including the applicable fiood zone standards. Please see the attached diagram
prepared by a ZBA member for your consideration. 416
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NORWALK

DORMER - Any structure who’s framing projects out from a sloping roof to form a
vertical wall designed to accommodate a window or other opening. When constructed as
part of a half story, dormers shall be setback a minimum of two (2) fect from all building
faces. Dormers located on the fiont of the structure facing the street, shall occupy no
more than fifty percent (50%) of the length of the second story roof and shall comply
with the story definition. When the gabled end of the structure faces the street, dormers
on both roof faces shall occupy no more than fifty percent (50%) of the length of the
second story roof and shall comply with the story definition criteria, [Added effective
July 28,2006)

860
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Darien: Noroton Bay residents under water after Sandy | Darien Times
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Town of Westport

Planning & Zoning Commission

Town Hall, 110 Myrtle Avenue
Westport, CT 06880

(203) 341-1030 Facsimile (203) 4546145

MEMORANDUM
TO: Planning & Zoning Commission -
FROM: Larry Bradley, Planning & Zoning Director

DATE: December 7, 2012

SUBJECT: Proposed change to Special Flood Hazard Zone Regulations (Amendment #656)

Brlef Description:

Due to recent events from Hurricane Sandy, the Planning & Zoning Commission is seeking ways to
€ncourage more property owners to protect their existing buildings and structures from flood hazards.
The current regulations often require variances simply to elevate non-conforming structures that are
located in flood zones. This amendment is intended to allow modest increases in height, setbacks and
coverage to allow structures that are non-conforming to be elevated without the need for a ZBA variance.

Experience in Westport has shown that structures that are elevated above the 100 year flood hazard
levels experienced significantly less damage than structures that were not elevated. If structures are
permitted to be continually rebuilt without raising them above the BFE they will become known as
“Repetitive Loss” properties. Communities that do not undertake efforts to eliminate Repetitive Loss
properties are at risk for continued damage and impact to their communities, municipal expenditures and
potentially increases in flood insurance premiums,

Summary of Requlation Changes
Modifications to Section §6 Non-Conforming Uses, Buildings & Lots

§6-2.1 Expansion, Extension or Alteration The changes in this section are

* Designed to allow for flexibility for property owners who which to elevate their structures to at
least the BFE with no cellar or basement below the BFE

 FElevated structures in the AE Zone to be fully compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings).

* Structures in the V Zone wilf be fully compliant with §31-11.3 .5

The proposed wording changes would allow structures, even if non-conforming, vertical and

horizontal changes that would avaid having to abtain a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals in

exchange for elevating their structures.

§6-2.2 Coverage The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that exceed allowabte
coverage to elevate structures in the flood zones while also allowing entry stairs and open porches to be
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exempt. With 15 square foot of coverage for each foot that a building is elevated per building entrance
entries up to a maximum 225 square feet.

§6-3.1 Setbacks The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that have non-
conforming setbacks to elevate structures in the flood zone that are non-conforming white also allowing

encroach on the property line.

§6-3.3 Height The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that are or may become
non-conforming with respect building height up to 5 feet additional or 31 foot maximum total building
height. The ratio shall be up to one additional foot of building height for every foot that average grade is
below the BFE to aliow these structures to be elevated above the BFE.

Modifications to Section §13 Residence A District

§13-4 Setbacks The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that have non-
conforming setbacks to elevate structures in the flood zone that are non-conforming while also allowing
entry stairs and open porches that may be in the setbacks to be exempt from setback requirements.
However, no such structures shall be permitted within 5 feet of any property line,

§13-5 Height The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that are within the Flood
zone and south of the railroad tracks that are or may become non-conforming to building height upto 5
feet additional or 31 foot maximum total building height. The ratio shall be up to one additional foot of
building height for every foot that average grade is below the BFE.

§13-6 Coverage The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that are over coverage
to elevate structures in the flood zones while also allowing entry stairs and apen porches to be exempt

Modifications to Section §14 Residence B District

§14-4 Setbacks The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that have non-
conforming setbacks lo elevate structures in the flood zone that are non-conforming while also allowing
entry stairs and open porches that may be in the setbacks to be exempt from setback requirements.
However, no such structures shalf be permitted within 5 feet of any property line.

§14-5 Height The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that are within the Flood
Zone and south of the railroad tracks that are or may become non-conforming to building heght upto 5
feet additional or 31 foot maximum total building height. The ratio shall be up to one additional foot of
building height for every foot that average grade is below the BFE.

§14-6 Coverage The changes in this section are designed to allow for properties that are over coverage
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to elevate structures in the flood zones while also allowing entry stairs and open porches to be exempt
from coverage requirements. With 15 square foot of coverage for each foot that 3 building is elevated
per building entrance entries up to a maximum 225 square feet.

Madifications to Section §31-11 Flood Piain Requlations

§31-11.9 Above Ground Storage Tanks This new section was previously proposed as part of

Amendment 609 but was never adopted. This change will insure that above ground fuel tanks are
required to be securely anchored to avoid floatation during a storm event.

GPnz_ofAAMEND\Amendment 656 Flood Zone Regulations PURPOSE STATEMENT 12.7-12 FINAL DRAFT VERSION Non-Conforming
Only.doc

Tl
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FINAL DRAFT VERSION

Amendment #656

Submitted: 12/7/12
Received:
Revised:
Public Hearing: Scheduled for: \Noise
Adopted:
Eltective date:
Language to be deleted is [struek-out]; language to be added is underlined.

THE FOLLOWING IS FROM §6, NON CONFORMING USES, BUILDING & LOTS
6 NON CONFORMING USES, BUILDINGS & LOTS

6-1 Non-Conforming Uses

6-1.1 Continugnce
Any non-conforming use of buildings, structures or fand may be continued.

6-1.2 Extension, Expansion or Relocation

No non-conforming use of buildings. structures or fand shall hereinalier be extended,
expanded, or refocated on the same lot,

6-1.3 Transformation

No non-conforming use of buildings, structures or fand shall hereinafier be
transformed into a new or different non-conforming use, except as follows:

6-1.3.1 The Commission, by Special Permit and Site Plan Review in accordance with
§43. herein, may allow a change from one non-conforming use to another
non-conforming use:

(a) where those parts of an existing building site are manifestly designed
or arranged for such new or different use.

{b) where such new use is not preciscly the same as the old use. but the
new use is generatly simifar 10 the old use; and

() where the transfer or change does not involve replacing existing
nen-conforming structures with new non-con forming structures in
whole or in part,

{d) where the new or different use does not constitute the extension or
expanston of an old use. or part thereot on the same lot,

6-1.4 Discontinuance

Na non-conformtng use of buildings. structures or land which shall have been
discontinued for more than 9024 of the time during a period of twelve (12)
consecutive months shall be resumed or replaced by the same or any other
non-conforming use; except that any building, structure or portion thereof conlining
a non-conforming use which has been destroyed or damaged by fire, explosion. act of
God or other casualty may be restored and continued as a non-conforming use to the
same extent as said use existing before such destruction, provided that such
non-conforming use shatl be restored within two (2) years of such destruction and
further provided that such non-conforming use shatl not he extended. expanded. or
transformed into a different non-conforming use. (also see §31-9.1)

Page 1 of' 8
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6-1.5 Use Permitted By Variance

A use of land or of a structure which is not a permitied use in the district in which it
is located but which is permitted by variance shall be deemed to be a nonconforming

use.

6-2 Non-Conforming Buildings and Structures

6-2.1

Page 2ol 8

Expansion, Extension or Alteration

A non-conforming building or structure may not be expanded, extended. relocated or
altered if such expansion. extension, relocation or alteration would increase the
degree of any non-conformity. Specifically as listed below:

have its first finished floor elevated to at least the Base Flood Elevation, has no
basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully

compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply

with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. Such structures to be clevated may be
exempled from the following reguirements,

6-2.1.1
6-2.1.2
6-2.1.3
6-2.1.4
6-2.1.5
6-2.1.6
6-2.1.7

No non-conforming building or structure shall be relocated on the lot.

No portion of any non-conforming building coverage on a lot shall be
transferred from one location to another location on the lot.

No portion of any non-conforming building coverage that is atributable to an
open structure without a roof, such as a deck. roof garden. balcony, open
entry, handicapped ramp, swimming pool, tennis court, paddle tennis court,
etc.. shatl be roofed over, enclosed or otherwise expanded, extended or altered
in any vertical or horizontal direction from a structure into a building. (See
definitions).

A building or structure which is prohibited by these regulations but which is
permitted by variance shall be deemed to be a non-conforming building or
structure.

The replacement of entry steps or platforms projecting into the setbacks or in
excess of coverage and no larger in area than the existing entry steps and/or
platform are not considered an expansion, extension. or alteration,

All new construction shalt be in accordance with these regulations,

If an existing building or structure is nonconforming as to sethack. the portion
of the building or structure within the setback shall not be roofed over,
enclosed, extended, expanded or altered in any vertical or horizontal direction.
The vertical or horizonial alteration of a structure located within the Special
Flood Mazard Area which is proposed to have jts tirst finished floor elevated

to at Jeast the Base Flood Elevation. have no basements or cellars below the
BFEE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully compliant with §31-11.5.2

(Elevated Buildings) shall be permitted. Structures in VE zone shall comply

with all the requirements in §3 -] 1.3.5,
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6-2.2 Coverage

If an existing building or structure does not conform to the building coverage
requirements in a residential zone A. 8 or any non-residential zone or the tota)
coverage requirements in a residential zone AA or AAA it shall not be expanded or
extended. Except for a structure located within the S ecial Flood Hazard Area which
is proposed to have its first finished floor elevated 1o at least the Base [lood
Elevation, have no basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AC Zone is

designed to be fully compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in

VE zone shall comply with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5.

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and egress which are
1 Fl

roposed to be added a structures within the Specia ood Hazard Area that will
have its first finished floor ¢levated to at least the Base Flood Elevation, has no
basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully
compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Flevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply
with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. The maximum allowable additional
coverage shall be 15 square feet per entrance per foot that the building is 10 be

elevated up to a maximum of 225 square feet.

6-2.3  Restoration

Any non-conforming building or structure or nen-conforming portion of a building or
structure which has been destroyed or damaged by fire, explosion, act of God, or by
other casualty may be restored or reconstructed to the same non-conforming building
or structure as existed before such damage: provided that

{a) such restoration or reconstruction shall be limited to the damaged
portion of the building or structure:

{b) such restoration or reconstruction shall begin within one (1) year and
shall be completed within two (2) years of such damage: and

{c) such restoration or reconstruction shall adhere to all procedures
necessary (o obtain a proper Zoning Permit. The owner of such
damaged building or structure may replace and reorganize the same
amount of gross interior floor space in a manner to more nearly
conform to these regulations.

(d) such restoration or reconstruction ol any structure within the Special
Flood hazard Arca as defined herein shall comply with all of the
requirements of §31-11, “Floodplain Regulations™,

6-2.4  Unsafe Conditions
Nothing herein shall prevent the strengthening or restoring 1o a safe condition ol any
existing non-conforming building. structure or any part thereof which shall have
become unsafe as determined by the Building Inspector or Fire Marshal.

6-3 Non-Conforming Lots

A new building, structure or use. or an addition to an existing siructure on a
non-conforming lot shall comply with all applicable requirements of the oning,
district in which it is located. except for setbacks.

6-3.F  Setbacks
The setback requirements for any principal building. structure or use or accessory
building or structure, located on i lot with a non-cenforming gross fot arca as defined
in Appendix D shall be as follows:
Page 3 of 8



LOT SIZE IN FRONT SIDE REAR
SQUARE FEET | SETBACK** | SETBACK?** SETBACK**
0-5,999 20° 7.5° 25'#
6,000-10.889 RIlN 7.5 25
10,890-21,779 30° 1 25
21.780-43,559 30 15 25°
43,560-65,339 30 25 25

65,340-or more 50° 50° 50°

6-3.2

6-3.3

Page 4 of 8

* 15 teet minimum required rear setback for accessory building or structure, only.
** Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and egress which
are proposed to be added a structures within the Special Floed Hazard Area that will

have its first finished floor elevated to at Jeast the Base Flood Elevation, has no
basements or cellars below the BI'E and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully
compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall compl
with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. In no case may such structures be less than 5
fget from any property line.

Adjoining Lots

If two or more adjoining lots of record, une or more of which are undeveloped and
fail to meet the requirements of these regulations with regard to lot area and/or lot
shape. were in the same ownership on March 24, 1956 or subsequent date, and if
such lots taken together would form one or more lots, each more nearly meeting the
requirements of these regulations with regard to lot area and lot shape. such lot or lots
shall merge and shall no longer be considered legally existing as separate lots and
must be combined and used in compliance with the present lot area and lot shape
requirements irrespective of subsequent changes in ownership: excepl that this
provision shall not affect the interest of a mortgagee who holds a properly executed
and recorded mortgage and shall not preclude a foreclosure of any individual lot.

Height

The maximum heighi of the principal building located on a lot with a gross lot area as
defined in Appendix D less than the required minimum gross lot area for that zone in
a residential zone south of the railroad shall be as follows:

Lot Size Max. | Maximum Maximum Feet (See
Stories Building Height)

0-5,999 2 26*

6,000-10.889 2 26*

10.890-21,779 2 26*

21.780-43,559 2 30*

43,560 or more | 3 40

* Building lleight for principal buildings may be increased by up (o an additional

five feet (Maximum of 31") for a structure located within the Special Flood Hazard
Area spectfically when such structure is proposed have their tirst finished floor
elevated to at Jeast the Base Flood Clevation hay no basements or cellars below the
BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully compliant with §31-11.5.2
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(Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply with all the requirements

in §31-11.3.5._One additional foot of Building Height shall be permitted Jor each

foot that the average prade will be below the Base Flood Elevation up oo

maximum of five feet.

6-4 Altered Non-Conformity

6-4.1  Except as provided in §6-4.2, no non-conforming use, building. structure or lot. if
once changed to conform with these regulations shall be changed so as 1o be non-conforming
again. No non-conforming use, building. structure or lot. if once changed to more nearly
conform with these regulations, shall be changed so as 10 be less conforming again,

By way of example but not limitation, if the floor area of a lot that is nor-conforming
as to FAR or parking is reduced by demolishing all or part of a structure. or by filling
in a cellar, or by converting a cellar to crawl space, such reduced oor area or the
resulting reduced parking requirements may not be increased beyond the level
permilted by the regulations.

This section shall not apply to alterations of an area less than 200 square feet of floor
area to the entrance or exit of a building that is non-conforming as to Noor area.

6-4.2  Effective June 21, 1996 a premises that is non-conforming as to parking may change

from a use with given parking requirements (existing use) 1o 2 use with lesser parking

requirements (lesser use) then back to the existing use. subject 10 the following conditions:
{a) Both uses are permitied uses.

(b} The owner gives the Planning and Zoning Office prompt written notification
when the change to the lesser use is made.

The change back 1o the existing use occurs not more than ten years from the date of
the change to the lesser use, and receives site plan approval.

6-5 Establishment of Legal Pre-existing Non-conformity

A non-conforming use or structure in a non-residence district must be supported by a
writlen statement demonstrating that it legally existed at the time these regulations
were first established. or was a permitted use under these regulations prior to their
being amended; that it has been in continuous use; and that its scope has nol been
illegally expanded.

6-6 Redevelopment of Split Zoned Properties

6-6.1  Non-Conforming BuildingsNotwithstanding the above, on lots with a minimum of
two hundred (200) feet of frontage on the Post Road containing three (3) or more acres zoned
both GBD and Residence A at the time of the effective date of this section (Section 6-6) of
the zoning regulations. a non-conforming building(s) and its uses may be allowed full or
partial redevelopment. in cither or both zones. provided the redevelopment shall resalt i the
reduction, of existing non-conformities of building coverage, rotal coverage, and floor area.
for the entire site treated as a single zoning entity. subject to the following:

6-6.1.1 Redevelopment shall be pursuant to Special Permit and Site Plan review.,
consistent with §34, §35. §43 and §44. unless specifically modified by the
Commission, as follows:

Page 5 of 8



(a) The requirement of a Residential District Boundary setback per §24-
4 shall not apply along the internal boundary line within the site: and

)] In the portion of the site zoned Residence A, floor area may be
increased, provided:

(i} The overall non-conforming floor area is reduced;
(ii) The overall non-conforming building coverage is reduced:
(iti) The overall non-conforming total coverage is reduced:

(iv} Non-conforming landscaped buffer strips are made to conform 1o the
requirements of §35-2.4; and

(v) Existing undeveloped land in the Residence A zone is protected by a permanent
conservation casement.

6-6.1.2 Where redevelopment is for a motel, hotel, motor inn, or tourist court, the
Commission may determine that:

{a) The size, location, and operation ol “related cating facilities™ and
meeting room floor area warrants any additional parking spaces.

(b) “Related eating facilities™ may include, but are not be limited to:

(i) Self-service of foods already prepared or prepared and cooked quickly to be
consumed on the premises. but shall not be a fust food restaurant:

(ii) The retail sales of alcohol to be consumed on the premises, as allowed by a
Restaurant Permit granted by the Department of Liquor Control and;

(iii) Seasonal outdoor seating;
{iv) A patron bar.

{c) Existing non-conforming loading spaces and wming radii Jocated
under existing buildings may be allowed to remain,

THE FOLLOWING IS FROM §13, RESIDENCE A DISTRICT

13-4

13-5

Page 6 of 8

Sethacks (See §31-4 through §31-8, also.)

No principal building, structure or use or accessory building or structure shall extend
closer than thirty (30} feet from any street line, fifteen (13) feet from any side lot line,
or twenty-five (23) feet from any rear lot line.

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necess for ingress and epress which are
proposed to be added a structures within the Special Flood Hazard Area that will
have its first finished floor elevated 1o at least the Base Flood Elevation, has no
basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is desivned to be full
compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildines). Structures in VE zone shall comply
with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. In no case may such structures be less than 8

feet from any propeny line.

Height

No principal building or other structure located north of the railroad tracks shall
exceed two and one-half stories (2-1/2) and a height of thirty-five (35) feet. No
principal building or structure located south of the railroad tracks shall exceed two
(2) stories and a height of twenty-six (26) feet. No accessory building or structure
shall exceed one story and a height of sixteen (16) feet, except barns as defined in
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13-6

§11-2.4.7 and permanent and temporary light poles for lighted athletic fields on town
owned public school property as delined in §11-2.4.8,

Building Height for principal buildings may be increased by up to an additional five

feet (Maximum of 31°) for a structure located within the Special Flood Hazard Arca
located south of the railroad tracks specifically when such structure is proposed have
its Tirst finished floor elevated to at least the Base Flood Elevation has no basements
ot cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is desipned to be fully compliant with
31-11.3.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply with all the
uirements in §31-11.3.5. One additional foot of Building Heipht shall be
permitted for cach foot that the average grade will be below the Base Flood Elevation
up to a maximum of five feet.

Coverage (see definitions)

The building coverage shall not exceed {ifteen percent (15%) of the lot area. Total
coverage shall not exceed twenty-five (25%) percent of the area of the lot. Total
coverage shall include fifty (50%) percent of the surface area of tennis courts.
Permanent and temporary light poles for lighted athletic fields on town owned public
school property as defined in §11-2.4.8 shall be exempt from coverage.

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and earess which are

proposed to be added 2 structures within the Special Flood Hazard Aren that will

have its first finished floor elevated to at Jeast the Base Flood Elevation. has no

basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully
compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply

with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. The maximum allowable additional

coverage shall be 15 square feet per entrance per foot that the building is to be
glevated up to a maximum of 223 square feet,

THE FOLLOWING IS FROM §14, RESIDENCE B DISTRICT

14-4

Page 7of §

Setbacks (See §31-4 through §31-8, also.)

No principal building, structure or use shall extend closer than twenty (20) feet from
any street line, seven and a half' (7-1/2) feet from any side lot line or twenty-five (25)
feet from any rear lot line. No accessory building or structure shall extend closer
than twenty (20) feet from a street line and seven and a half (7-1/2) feet from the side
line and fifteen { 15) feet from the rear lot line,

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and eeress which are
proposed to be added a structures within the Special Flood Hazard Area that will
have its first finished flgor elevated to at Icast the Base Flood Elevation. has no
basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully
compliant with §31-11.5.2 {Flevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply
with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5, In no case may such structures be less than 3

feet from any property line.
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14-5

14-6

Height

No principal building or other structure located north of the railroad tracks shall
exceed two and one-half (2-1/2) stories and a height of thirty-five (35) feet, No
principal building or other structure located south of the railroad tracks shall exceed
two (2) storics and a height of twenty-six (26) feet. No accessory building or
structure shall exceed one story and a height of sixteen (16) feet.

Building Height for principal buildings may be increased by up to an additional five

feet (Maximum of 31°) for a structure located within the Special Flood Hazard Area
located south of the railroad tracks specifically when such structure is proposed have
its first finished floor elevated to at least the Base Flood Elevation has no basemenis
or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully compliant with
§31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply with all the
requirements in §31-11.3.5. One additional foot of Building Height shall be
permitted for each foot thal the average grade will be below the Base Flood Elevation

up to 4 maximum of five feet,

Coverage (see definitions)

The building coverage shall not exceed fifteen percent (15%) of the lot area. The
total coverage shall not exceed thirty-five percent (35%) of the area of the lot.

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and eeress which age

proposed to be added a structures within the Special Flood Hazard Area that will

have its first finished floor elevated to at least the Base Flood Elevatign, has no
basements or cellars below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed to be fully
compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in VE zone shall comply
with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5._ The maximum allowable additional

coverage shall be 15 square feet per entrance per foot that the building is to be
clevated up 1o a maximum of 225 square feet.

THE FOLLOWING IS FROM §31, SUPPLEMENTARY USE REGULATIONS

31-11.9 Above Ground Storage Tanks

Above-pround storage tanks (oil, propane, ete.) which are located outside or inside of the structure

must either be elevated gne foot above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) on & concrete pad, or be

securely anchored with tie-down siraps to prevent Aotation or Jateral mavement, have the top of the

fill pipe extended one foot above the BFE, and have a screw fill cap that does not allow for the

infiltration of Flood water.

Page §of 8
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In wake of Sandy, P&Z revises rules for homes in
floodplain

Paul Schott
Sertated 320 poe Thaindde Dace tiogr 57 004

The Plaoning and Zoning Comenission unanimously approved Tharsday a text amendment that sims 1o help homeewners still reeling from flood damage
causadd to their biormes by Superstorm Sandy. The amendment comprises a package of zoning changes, which includes granting an additional 5 fet of
building height to many homeowners secking 1o elevate their homes in shoreline arcas,

With the passage of Text Amendenent 656, owners of homies on lots totaling less than one half-acre in 100-vear flood 20nes south of the raitrvad tracks in
Westport will he able to rmise their houses up to 31 feet above the pmperties’ average-grade clevation. Home beights on those smaller shoreline properties
currently cannot exceed 46 feel.

The amendment also loosens a number of other regutations for smaller properties in floodplains south of the railroad tracks that already do ot conforn
to all tewn zoning regulations and lots thin would becomie nen-tonforming if bouses on those pruperties were to be fted.

Text Amendmient 656, for instance, exempls entry stairs and open porches from biitling coverage connts and requirements for property-line buffers
known as "sethacks.” The new 31-funt height allowance is also avnilable tu non-conforming lots 1otaling less than one half-acre and south of the mil Enes.

Text Amendment 656 also stipulates that new above-ground fuel tanks in 100-year food zones be installed acconding to National Fire Protection
Assnciation requitements o prevest them breaking loose during futire storms. That condition was included in the amendment in response to a fuel-oil
spill in the town's Ned Ditnes Marina in the wake of Sandy, an incident caused by a nomber of fuel-oil tanks Roating away from homes during the storm.

The amendment will affect existing shoreline bomes in 100-year flood zones, nut homes bnilt in the future in those areas.

In the aftermath of Sandy hitting Wesiport, zoning officials have pushed aggressively to implement new zoning regulations to respond to the needs of
homeowners in shoretine arvas ravaged by flooding during the storm. Less than two weeks after the storm, the P&EZ Commission formed a new
subcommitice to examine the towa's existing zoning regulations for homes within Roodpliing. The new amendment emerged from several public meetings
of that subcommittee. During those public sessious, a number of residents whasc homes were battered by Sandy's flood waters urged P&Z members to
approve new regulations. which would allow them to mise their homes to Federal Emergency Management Agency standards without having to seck
approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals for wiivers known as "variances” from the existing zoning regulations.

“We didn't want anything here to slow us down 1o provide the ynickest possible refief 1o thase people who are lifting their bomnes,” siid PEZ Vice
Chairman Jack Whittle.

Buildings thut were mised above 100-year flnsd hazard levels or "hase-Aood elevation™ experienced significantly less damage” during the storm than
structures that were not clevated, P&Z Director Larry Bradiey said in a Dec. 7 memo 10 the P&Z Commission.

Structures in ficodplains that are allowed 1o be continually rebuilt withont being raised above their base-Bood elevation become known as “repelitive-loss™
propertics, acconding to Bradley. Communities that do not try to eliminate repetitive-loss propettics risk continned darvage, muuicipal expeuditures and
possible increases in food-insurmee premiums, Bradley's memo added.

Top Fire Department officials bave also been strong advocates (or the new floodplain regulations

“I want to thank the commission for laking this up, particularly 1he subcommittee, for making this an expedited process,” Fire Chief Andrew Kingsbury
suid Thursday. "There are a lot of dlisplaced families out there thit we want to get back in their homes.”

More thag 250 homes in Westport were damaged during Sandy, according to town officials. A 1own study of the properties dumaged by Sandy showed ian
average difference of 3.4 feet between the avernge-grade elevations and base- flood clevations for thase bomes, according 10 Bradley. Using new base- fload
elevations proposed by FEMA, which nre set to go into cffect in 2013, the average difference between the damaged boanes' avemge-grade elevations and
base-fload elevations rises 10 4.8 feet. By allowing shoreline homeowners another § fevt of building height, zoning officials intend the new amendment to
facilitate the rmising of damaged bomes to the new hase-fload elevatious

Only a handiul of residents altended Thuesday's meeting. Ove of the attemlecs, Michael Calise, expressed supprert for the amemdment, but questinned why
its provisions did not encompass new construction.

"What you ane essemially saying by not including new construction is that o ean only build a ooc-story house under the current regs, where vou have 1o
raise 10 ahove the food level,” hie said. 7 think it's important that the penple who are doing new construction be allowed the same tights as people who ane
trring to deal with the flooding.”

Whittle and P&Z Secretary Chip Stephens respondued that first implementing an amendment that affected nuly ruisting homs cunstituled an essential and
expeditions move to belp the large number of shoreling residents’ whose hames were flooded docing Sandy
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in wake of Sandy. P&Z revises rules for homes in Aoodplain - Westport News Page 2 of 2

“When we were doing the subcommittee, we had people in here who could not afford new ennstruction, they didn’t hive houses and were not 2OINE 1 be
ahle live in houses for over a year,” Stephiens said. "Our mission was to Evt this done, get it out, su people conld move hack fntn their howses and we'd
auldress, hopefully, 90 10 95 percent of the propertics, so they wouldn't have o go forvaranees ”

P&Z members indicated, bowever, that next year they would consider revisions 1o zoniug regulations for new homes in Roodplains.

Land-use consultan Glora Gouveta said she also backed the amendment. But she argued as well that the zoning changes should cover new constriction to
help owners of the 4o homes in town that will need to be rebuilt because they were damaged so badly by Sandy,

Expanding the text amendment to include homes built in the future wonld require withdrawing the proposal reviewed Thursday and putting forward a
new amendment, argued P&Z member Ron Corwin.

P&Z members then moved quickly to approve the new focdplain regulittions.
‘Text Amendment 656 goes into effect Jan. 4.

pechotti@bennew.com; 203-055-4561, ext. t18; twitter. com/paunlschott
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LAND USE CATEGORIES

The following land use categories have been structured and defined 50 as to provide
for and protect a suilable environment for residential, commercial, industrias, and
recreational development and so as to promote the general welfare, health and
safety of the community. Thase land use categories implement the palicies lait out
in the prior chapters and are employed in the official Master Plan Map to establish
the general land use plan for the City of Stamford, pursuant to Section CE-30-3 of
the Stamford Charter

1. RESIDENTIAL—Very Low Density Single-Family
2. RESIDENTIAL—Low Density Single-Family
3. RESIDENTIAL~-Low Density Multifamily

4. RESIDENTIAL—Medium Density Multifamily
5. RESIDENTIAL—High Density Muttifamily

6 COMMERCIAL—Neighborhood Business

7. COMMERCIAl.—Areral

8 COMMERCIAL—Campus Office

9 DOWNTOWN—Collar, Mixed-Use

10. DOWNTOWN—Corridor

11 DOWNTOWN-—Core

12 MIXED-USE —Overlay

13, MIXED-USE—Sherefrant

14 INDUSTRIAL—Water-Dependent

15 INDUSTRIAL—General

16 OPEN SPACE- Public Parks

17 OPEN SPACE--Overlay

#1. RESIDENTIAL—Very Low Density Single-Family

This calegory 1s intended to provide far and protect a suitable environment for single-
lamily dwellings, as well as compalible uses (e g . schoals. houses of waorship, clubs
and institutions) as may be permitted by Special Exception being in general harmony
with and suppartive of very low density single-family neighborhoods  The great



STAMFORD MASTFER PLAN 1532

majority of areas so designated are not served by public waler supply and public san-
itary sewer systems. Residential density shall nat exceed one principal dwelling unit
per acre, provided thal conservation-oriented “clustering” (e g.. Conservation
Subdivisions) ulilizing reduced lol size are encouraged

#2. RESIDENTIAL—Low Density Single-Family

This category is intended to provide for and protect a suitable environment for single-
family dwellings, as weil as compatible uses {e.q.. schools, houses of worship, tlubs
and institutions) as may be permitted by Special Exceplion being in general harmony
with and suppartive of single-family neighborhoods. Development an parcels less
than one acre is permitted where the availability of public utilities, public road
syslems, and cther essential public services and the density of existing development
sowarrant. Residential density shall not exceed six principal dwelling units per acre,
provided that conservation-oriented “clustering” (e.g.. Conservation Subdivisions)
utilizing reduced lot size are encouraged

#3. RESIDENTIAL—Low Density Muitifamily

This category is intended to allow the amenities of multifamily living in a single-family
neighborhood setling. The category is intended to provide for and protect single-
family dwellings and the least intensive of multifamily development fi.e. garden
apartments or similar condominium-type unils) as weil as ane- and two-family units
on individual lots, and includes such other compalible uses {e.q., schools, houses of
worship, clubs, hospilals and institutions) as may be permitted by Special Exception
being in general harmany with and supportive of such mullifamily neighborhoods.
Residential density shall not exceed a lotal of 17 dwelling units per acre. or a lotal of
25 dwelling units per acre when exclusively for the elderly. A residential density
bonus of 50 percent may be allowed by Special Exception, not ta exceed a total of
25 ynits per acre. provided that (1) a substantial number of such banus units are pro-
vided at below-markel rates, andfor (2} the units are crealed in connection with the
adaptive reuse of an hisloric struciure.

#4. RESIDENTIAL—Medium Density Multifamily

This calegary is intended to provide for and protect medium-density muttifarmly
development. The category is appropriate to areas in transition from lower o
medium-density usa, or in areas characterized by a mixture of apanmenl, condo-
minum, attached row house, or detached residential mid-nse structures. and such
other uses {e.g., schoals. houses of worship, clubs, hospilals and institutions) as may
be permitted by Special Exception being in general harmony with and supponive of
such multifamily neighbarhoods. Residential density shalt not exceed a total of 29
dwelfing units per acre, or a tolal of 44 dwelling unils per acre when exclusively for
ihe elderly. A residential density honus of 50 percent may be alfowed by Specal

R
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important buildings. and promote contextual development that is oriented towards
the carnder and prowides for transition in scale to adjacent neighborhoods  (The
Lirban Design report ilustrates these strategies )

184, implement design guidelines for roads that create the edges of indus-
trial districts. Interventions include rationalization of curb cuts and parking areas,
aggressive landscaping to screen parking and loading areas, incentives for tagade
improvemenls, consolidation of expased utilities, sidewalks and pedestrian improve-
menls, and aliractive gateways lo industrial areas. (The Urban Design report illus-
Irates these siralegies )

185. Make the Magee Avenue Corridor a case study in good design for an
industrial district. The POD (Preservation and Design District) regulations should
promote landscaping and altractive fencingiwalls along the Magee Avenue
frontages. Landscape architects, industrial designers and public art advocates (e g..
the Stamford Cultural Development Corporation) should be employed 1o provide
industrial property owners and businesses with lechnical assistance as they make
property investments, Industrial uses should be betier organized along the lines of
a modern industrial park with more clearly defined edges. Tax incentives shouid be
considered to promote landscape upgrades  Magee Avenue is a logical place to set
the standard for other industrial comidors, since the City owns much of s frontage

{Specific design ideas are illustrated in the Urban Design report )

1BE. Designate neighborhood roads as official Scenic Corridors. Many of
the neighborhoods' roads — Cove Road, Shippan Avenue south of Harbor Drive,
Sound View Avenue, Weed Avenue and many of the roads in Shippan ~ should be
senously considerad for designatton  Further documentation would be needed -
also 1o generale guidelines lo protect old growth trees, water views, front lawn set-
backs. and other scenic fealures within the comridors; and to deal with overhead wires
(a particular problem on Shippan Avenue), sidewalks (a particular 1ssue on Cove
Road), and other physical features. As an alternative, a POD (Preservation and imige of Magea Avenue

o
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Design District) could be consid-
ered for Shippan that focuses on
the neighborhood's scenic quali-
ties.

187. Promote neighborhood
access to public waterfront
amenities. The Cove-East Side
neighbarhood is already the site of

Pubiic access to the waterron must be carefully balanced wath conrams of local reskiants about talfic and privacy. the city's most popular waterfront

Goul C:

Protect and enbance the quality of
life of Stamford’s neighborhoods,
addressing land use transitions,
community resources, traffic, and
environmental conditions.

parks, and residents are wary of
any more ragional or citywide attractions. However, small-scale improvements can
go a lang way ta enhance the access of neighborhood residents to their awn waler-
front. Past successes include public access to the small beach at the end of Fairview
Avenue in Shippan. Fulure opportunities include bicycle racks and benches where
public roads terminate at publicly accessible portions of the waterfront

1B86. Promote waterfront views and access, especially in connection with
any future waterfront development. The opporiunilies for waterfront development
are quite Iimited. The upper reaches of the East Channel are designated for industry
and water dependent industry. The remainder of ihe waterfront is largely fixed in its
land use. There will be intermittent proposals for waterront redevelopment. Such
development should be contingent upon maximization of the public's access 1o,
views of, and enjoyment of the waterfront. Even where uses are fixed, every oppor-
tunity should be exploited to preserve if not improve access lo and/or views of the
walerfront from public roads

1B9, Provide improved non-vehicular access along Weed Avenue. This is
necessary o offset a now dangerous condition as joggers and watkers commonly
use this busy street. However, a Weed Avenue sidewalk or other feasible alierna-
tive would have to be designed so as to discourage worsening traffic and visitation
to @ neighborhood that is aggravated by traffic going 1o and from Cove Island Park
Traffic calming along with the placement of utility wires underground and other scenic
and safety /mprovements shou'd also be pursued. contingent on the nvolvement
and support of the local and neighborhood residents

In many ways. quality of life concemns in the Cove-East Sde and Shippan neighbor-
hoods revolve around the interest of residents in preserving a genuine suburban
neighborhood amidst constant pressures toward a mare urban almosphere To dis-
trict residents, for exarnple Cove Island Park s their local neighborhood park, though
it is alse a major ctywde attracton. Residents long for the suburban streetscape



Enviroamental preservation is a prionty along the waterfront
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to a neighborhood that is aggravated by traffic going to and fram Cove Island Park
Traffic calming along with the placement of ulility wires underground and other scenic
and safety improvements should also be pursued, contingent on the involvement
and support of the local and neighbiorhood residents.

tCs. Create a network of bicycle routes, especially connecting residential
areas to the neighborhood’s parks, schools and two neighborhood business
districts. Bicycle lanes along major roads also have the advantage of narrowing
and thus traffic-caiming these roads, Plans should be generated with community
participation and sufficient analysis to evaluale and hopefully allay concems, which
have been raised. that bicycle routes will promote a significant increase in the
number of non-neighborhood residents traveling to and through the neighborhood.

1C9. Re-examine land use designations to reduce the opportunity for
intensification of use in low-density residential areas. Specifically, the City land
use map has been amended 1o bring the allawed density down. o match prevatding
current condiions  Several commercial disiticts have been consolidated for the
same reason

1€10.  Protect the high, unmodified bluffs on the eastern side of the Shippan
Peninsula from any development that accelerates natural erosion processes.
This encompasses the following three ditectives: (1) establishing setback lines from
edge of bluffs for siting of new development; (2) designating areas for the public
acquisition of conservation easements; and (3} ensuring that building practices
during the construction phase, as well as final struciural and site designs, incorpo-
rale appropriate erosion control measures

1C11.  Manage and enhance the natural and manmade beaches, in order to
maximize recreational opportunities, protect natural values, and stabilize the
beach system. This encompasses four actions: (1) developing a comprehensive
beach management program that promotes public access, provides adequate and
appropriate facilites and ensures the long-term, high-quality recreational use of
Stamiord's public beaches: {2) guiding development of land adjacent to private
beaches in arder to preserve and perpetuate their scenic and recreational value and
use: (3} controlling activities on land adjacent to public and privale beaches so as 1o
retain, resture and enhance the form, volume and stability of the exishng beach
system: and (4) stnctly enforcing regulations govering the s ting and construction of
jetties, groins, breakwaters, seawalls, and other structural elements that affect
natural accrefion and depostional processes along the shore

1C12.  Preserve and restore the major intertidal habitats in the East Branch
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for both their biological and aesthetic values. The City should figorously enforce
requlations prohibiing Megal pollutant discharges and debris disposal in intertidal
areas. This policy also entails® (1) maintaining and rebuilding deteriorating bulk-
heads which allow debris to enter intertidal areas; and (2) protecting all intertidal
areas that are habitat for shellfish or other biological resources from adverse devel-
opment activilies.

1€13.  Maintain tidai wetlands in theis natural state; and emphasize the
value of State-mapped wetlands in Cove-East Side. The Cily should (1) pro-
hibit uses adjacent o wetlands which degrade or imper! nalural wetland values
and processes: (2} require mitigation where the destruction of tidal wetland is
unavoidable; (3} discourage, if not prohibit walls and structural madifications that
cut off the natural supply of sediments; and (4) provide tidal wetland setbacks

1C14. Retain the freshwater wetlands in Cummings and Cove Island
Parks in their undisturbed state; protect the Noroton River flowing into
Stamford Harber; and protect Holly Pond from point and non-point pollution
sources. To meet these objectives, the Cily should reguiarly manitor water
quality, identify violations, and enforce existing regulations, including National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System permits. Upland conirol measures
include minimum setbacks, erosion and sedimentation controls, and vegetatve
buffering. These should be adopted and enicrced for all new development adja-
cent to watercourses.

1C15.  Protect and minimize danger to life and property from coastal
flooding and the effects of wave impact in Westcott Cove, Shippan and
other potentially hazardous areas. This will require rigorous application of the
floedplain management guidelines of the National Flood Insurance Program to all
new development A four-part program is envisioned: (1) evalualion of the degree
of risk associated with different types and intensities of development n flood-
prone areas: (2) design of a comprehensive flood control program, ncorporating
structural and nonslructura! proteclion measures; (3) enforcement of existing
llond-proofing regulations governing all new development, including alterations
and reconstruction of existing struclures, in flood-prone areas: and {4) incorpora-
tion of appropnate flood prolection measures in siting requirements for storage or
disposal of hazardous or other potentially polluting matenals

1C15.  Undertake remedial programs for minimizing coastal erosion in
Westcott Cove, the area east of Wallacks Point, and the Shippan Peninsula.
In these areas, the City should enforce regulations relating to illegal structures
that promate beach erosion. The City should also educate property owners and
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or density. These objectives could include, for instance: (1) providing land for
needed schools or public facilities; (2) creating affordable housing; and {3) creating
important linkages in greenways. In all events, the MOD objectives should preclude
(1) significant commaercial and other uses better targeted to Downtown, and (2)
actions that significantly subvert planning objectives for Downtown.

C1.5 Employ a thorough City-led planning process for each MOD (Mixed-
Use Overlay District). The Planning Board would map any MODs and oversea the
MOD plans; the Zoning Board would be responsible for MOD and site plan
approvals; the design guidelines would be prepared for all site and building designs.
Each MOD plan could be drafted (as distinct from being approved) by the Land Use
Bureau, community, property owner(s), etc., as appropriate; with a significant
amount of public and property owner participation; under the overall direction of the
Land Use Bureau and Planning Board.

C1.6  Revisit parking requirements for multifamily housing. The City should
provide adequate parking requirements for multifamily development that is not imme-
diately proximate to transit,

c1.7 Limit the expansion of pre-existing, non-conforming uses allowed
under the variance procedure. Stamford was in large measure developed
between 1850 and 1230, predating the current zoning ordinance. While most devel-
opment nonetheless complies with the present zoning map and rules, there are
exceptions, and many of these exceptions are nuisances. These pre-existing, non-
cenforming ("grandfathered”) uses are, throughout America, legally allowed to
remain and often expand. In Stamford, to promote more compatible if not fully com-
plying development, the expansion of grandfathered uses should be subject to
review by the Planning Board, advisory to the Zoning Board of Appeals.

C1.8  Carry on with improvements to enforcement of zoning. Staff and asso-

cialed resources will need to be enfarged. The team strategy—involving hotlines and
coordinated building, zoning and fire code enforcement—has met with success. [t
can be strengthened with advanced notice lo property owners in neighborhood(s),
alerting them to any future cade enforcement blitz, and highlighting the most
common code infringements. This will promote self-correction and reduce court
caseloads.

€193  Increase the penalties charged in connection with nen-compliance.
Higher charges will discourage code infringements. They will also provide greater
wherewithal to expand enforcement staff and resources.
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coastal resources from nonpoint source pollution. Phase Il of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA’s) stormwaler program will be imple-
mented in Connecticut in early 2003. As a result, the City will be responsible for
issuing stormwater discharge permits for construction sites that disturb between one
and five acres of land, Accordingly, it may make sense for the City to develop a
stormwater ordinance that establishes many of the same requirements as wilt be
included in the Phase Il stormwater parmit. [n addition, developers, in meeting
zoning standards, should submit plans that manage stormwater runoff through the
use of good site deign and stormwaler “Best Management Practices”. The policies
within the Connecticut Coastal Management Area to mitigate potential adverse
impacts from stormwater runoff should apply to the entire city.

Ce.7 Prepare watershed management goals and plan. It may be possible to
improve water quality by incorporating Best Mangement Praclices into existing
development and requiring such practices when land is newly developed or rede-
veloped.

Strategies:

c71 Protect and minimize danger to life and property from coastal
flooding and the effects of wave impact in Westcott Cove, Shippan, Dalphin
Cove, and other potentially hazardous areas. This will require rigorous applica-
tion of the floodplain management guidelines of the National Flood Insurance
Program to all new development. A four-part program is envisioned: {1) evaluation
of the degree of risk associated with different types and intensities of development in
flood-prone areas,; (2) design of a comprehensive flood control program, incorpo-
rating structural and non-structural protection measures, (3) enforcement of existing
flood-proofing regulations governing all new development, including alterations and
recanstruction of exisling structures, in flood-prone areas, and (4) incorporation of
appropriate flood protection measures in siting requirements for storage or disposal
of hazardous or other potentially polluting materials.

c7.2 Manage and enhance the natural and manmade beaches that exist
throughout Stamford’s shoreline in order to maximize recreational opportuni-
ties, protect natural views, and stabilize the beach systam. This encompasses
four actions: (1) developing a comprehensive beach management program that pro-
motes public access, provides adequate and appropriate facilities and ensures the
long-term, high-quality recreational use of Stamford’s public beaches; (2) guiding
development of land adjacent to private beaches in order to preserve and perpetuate
their scenic and recreational value and use; {3) controlling activities on land adjacent
to public and private beaches 5o as lo retain, restore and enhance the form, volume
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Objective C7,

Protect and enbance
water-dependent uses while
simultaneonsly attempting to
mitigate adverse environmental,
economic and social impacts which
may be associated with any
development.
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AGENDA
STAMFORD PLANNING BOARD
REGULAR MEETING & JOINT PUBLIC MEETING*
7" FLOOR, GOVERNMENT CENTER
888 WASHINGTON BLVD., STAMFORD, CT
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 19, 2013
6:30 PM

Reqular Meeting (6:30 PM & Followed immediately by the Joint Public Meeting)

Request for Authorization:

1.

Amend Lease Agreement between City of Stamford and Soundwaters regarding The
Holly Mansion at Cove Island Park in support of CT Historic Preservation Office
Hurricane Sandy Disaster Relief Assistance Grant (SHPO). The applicant is seeking a
SHPQ grant to raise the structures fifteen (15) feet as per coastai zone area regulations
and other improvements. As a condition of the grant, a preservation restriction needs to
be imposed for twenty (20) years.

Subdivision:

1.

166 Hubbard Avenue, the applicant is requesting amending condition number four
“Driveway easement as shown on map dated 3/10/05 serving lots 1 and 2 shall be
delineated on the final map and vehicular ingress and egress to be restricted to said
easement.” Section 3.8 of the Subdivision Regulations outiines the requirements for
reconsideration of approval, which require three quarters majority of the Board to
approve.

Zoning Board Referral:

1.

213-33 Map Change from R-20 (20,000 minimum lot size) to RA-1 (One acre
minimum lot size) for seven properties on Saddie Rock Road along the Long
Island Sound.

Zoning Board Appeals Referrals:

1

. ZBA Appl. 073-13 103 Westover Avenue, a variance due to the determination that the

municipal boundary, which overlaps with the Town of Greenwich leaves their west side
yard at zero (0) feet.

ZBA Appl. 078-13 11 Sherman Street, a variance to the side yard setback
requirements allow the applicant an existing two-family dwelling to expand without
exceeding the 30 feet height limit.

3. ZBA Appl. 080-13 20 Ocean Drive, North, a variance to side yard setback

requirements of six feet in lieu of ten feet required to “square off" the back portion of the
house, as well as asking for relief of the side yard setback of 6.7 feet for a total of 8.9
feet in order to mount their A/C units on the roof

83



4. ZBA Appl. 081-13 143 Mulberry Street, a variance to lower the parking requirements
from four spaces to three spaces in order to appiy for a Special Exception to expand a
child daycare center.

5. ZBA Appl. 071-13 264 Mill Road (Revisited), a variance to provide reiief from side yard
setback requirements of 10.5 feet instead of the required 15.0 feet

6. ZBA Appl. 079-13 40 Woodbine Way {Revisited), a variance of Section 6A Accessory

Buildings to allow an accessary structures (AC unit and generator) to be allowed in the
front yard.

Planning Board Meeting Minutes: Meeting of 10/29/13 and 11/12/12

New Business

Old Business

Joint Public Meeting* (To Start immediately after the Planning Board Business Meeting)
Capital Budget Presentations FY 2014/15-2021:

1. Ferguson Library
2. Board of Education

*  In accordance with sections C8-20-2 and CB-20-5 of the Stamford Cily Charter, the Planning Board in
conjunction with the Board of Finance and duly delegated member(s) of the Board of Representatives
will hold a joint meeting for the purpose of the presentation and consideration of proposed capital
projects.

89



STAMFORD PLANNING BOARD

REGULAR MEETING

APPROVED MINUTES, TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 19, 2013
4" FLOOR CAFETERIA, GOVERNMENT CENTER

888 WASHINGTON BLVD., STAMFORD, CT

%
Stamford Planning Board Members present were: Theresa Dell, Chair, Claire Fishman Roger
Quick, Jay Tepper, Michael Totilo, and Dudiey Williams (came in at 6:45 p.m.). Zbigniew
Naumowicz was representing the Board at the Metro North Rail Road/Atiantic Avenue Bridge
public meeting at the time of the Pianning Board meeting. Present for staff was David W.
Woaoods, Ph.D., AICP, Principai Planner. Other City officials present: Frank Cerasoli, District 15

of the Board of Representatives, James Hricay, Director of OPM and Anthony Romano of OPM.

Ms. Dell called the regular meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. with Mr. Williams absent {until 6:45
p.m., he did not participated in the vote of the first item; Jay Tepper acted in his place for that
item, Mr. Williams voted on the remaining items on the agenda), and announced that the regular
public meeting would be followed by the Joint Public Meeting on the 2014/15 Capital Budget.

ﬁegular Meeting (6:30 PM & Followed immediately by the Joint Public Meeting)
Request for Authorization:

1. Amend Lease Agreement between City of Stamford and Soundwaters regarding The
Holly Mansion at Cove Island Park in support of CT Historic Preservation Office
Hurricane Sandy Disaster Relief Assistance Grant (SHPO). The appiicant is seeking a
SHPO grant to raise the structures up to fifteen (15) feet, which represents raising the
structures an additional six (6) feet as per coastal zone area regulations and other
improvements. As a condition of the grant, a preservation restriction needs to be imposed
for twenty (20) years. Mr. Woods presented that key facts that the Planning Board took into
consideration including: (1) SoundWaters already has a iease with restrictions on what they
are abie to do with the property for another fifteen (15) years, this would add an additional
five more years; (2) The Holly Mansion is on the National Registrar of Historic Places; and
(3) with this grant the buildings on the City's Cove Island Park will meet FEMA requirements.
After a brief discussion, Mr. Totilo moved to recommend approval of amending the lease
agreement between the City of Stamford and SoundWaters to place a twenty year
preservation restriction on the property known as The Hoily Mansion at Cove island Park in
support of CT Historic Preservation Office Hurricane Sandy Disaster Relief Assistance Grant
(SHPO); Ms. Fishman seconded the motion, and it passed unammously with eligible
members present voting, 5-0 (Deli, Fishman, Quick, Tepper and Totilo).

Subdivision Reconsideration of Existing Condition:

1. 166 Hubbard Avenue, the applicant is requesting amending condition number four
"Driveway easement as shown on map dated 3/10/05 serving lots 1 and 2 shall be
delineated on the final map and vehicular ingress and egress to be restricted to said
easement.” Section 3.8 of the Subdivision Reguiations outlines the requirements for
reconsideration of approvai, which require three quarters majority of the Board to approve.
Richard Redness, AICP, principai of Redness & Mead made a brief presentation to add a
second easement on the north side of the property for access to the back lot: all other
conditions will remain as adopted in 2005. After a brief discussion, Mr. Williams moved to
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recommend approval of changing Subdivision Condition Number Four from requiring a
shared easement to the back iot to adding an easement along the north lot line for access to
the back lot; Mr. Quick seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously with eligible
members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams)

Zoning Board Referral:

213-33 Map Change from R-20 (20,000 minimum lot size) to RA-1 (One acre minimum
lot size) for seven properties on Saddle Rock Road along the Long Island Sound.
After a brief discussion, Ms. Fishman moved that the Zoning Board approve this map
change from R-20 to RA-1 on the seven properties on Saddle Rock Road along the Long
Island Sound based on good planning principles to lessen density in a flood prone area: Mr.
Quick seconded the mation, and it passed unanimously with eligible members present
voting, 5-0 (Deili, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Wiliiams).

Zoning Board Appeals Referrals:

1.

ZBA Appl. 073-13 103 Westover Avenue, a variance due to the determination that the
municipal boundary, which overlaps with the Town of Greenwich leaves their west side yard
at zero (0) feet. After a brief discussion, Mr. Totilo moved to recommend approval of ZBA
Appi. 073-13; Mr. Quick seconded the mation, and it passed unanimousily with eligible
members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

ZBA Appl. 078-13 11 Sherman Street, a variance to the side yard setback requirements
allow the appiicant an existing two-family dwelling to expand without exceeding the 30 feet
height limit. After identifying a number of issues, such as this addition is not in character of
the neighborhood, and the street is aiready overbuild, Mr. Williams moved to recommend
denial of ZBA Appl. 078-13, Ms. Fishman seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously
with eligible members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

ZBA Appl. 080-13 20 Ocean Drlve, North, a variance to side yard setback requirements of

six feet in lieu of ten feet required to “square off” the back portion of the house, as well as
asking for relief of the side yard setback of 6.7 feet for a total of 8.9 feet in order to mount
their A/C units on the roof. After a brief discussion, Mr. Totilo moved to recommend
approval of ZBA Appl. 0B0-13; Mr. Quick seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously
with eligible members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

ZBA Appl. 081-13 143 Mulberry Street, a variance to lower the parking requirements from
four spaces to three spaces in order to apply for a Special Exception to expand a child
daycare center. After identifying a number of issues, such as that this is not in character of
the neighborhood, parking is aiready difficuilt and the turn-around radius is almost non-
existent, Mr. Williams moved to recommend denial of ZBA Appl. 81-13; Mr. Quick seconded
the motion, and it passed unanimously with eligible members present voting, 5-0 (Dell,
Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

ZBA Appl. 071-13 264 MIil Road (Revislted), a variance to provide relief from side yard
setback requirements of 10.5 feet instead of the required 15.0 feet. After considerable
discussion regarding the reasoning given in support of their hardship claims, which the
Board found to be woefully inadequate for both Section A."The existing structure was built
too close to the property line to allow expansion,” given that many properties in the City
were built too close to the property line; nor was the explanation given an Section B.
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“additional bedrooms are needed to accommodate a growing family” are adequate to
explain “the minimum necessary to afford relief.” The Board was also concerned that the
property owner still does not have a C.Q. for the pool addition, which the Board suggests
that the ZBA shouid require regardiess of their decision. Mr. Williams moved to recommend
approvai of ZBA Appl. 71-13; Ms. Fishman seconded the motion, and it passed unantmously
with eligible members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Wiliiams).

6. ZBA Appi. 079-13 40 Woodbline Way (Revisited), a variance of Section 6A Accessory

Buildings to allow an accessary structures (AC unit and generator) to be allowed in the front
yard. Mr. Quick moved to recommend approval of ZBA Appl. 79-13; Mr. Totilo seconded the
motion, and it passed unanimously with eligible members present voting, 5-0 (Dell, Fishman,
Quick, Totilo and Wiliiams).

Planning Board Meeting Minutes:

Meeting of 10/29/13: Mr. Quick moved to approve the minutes of 10/29/13; Ms. Fishman
seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously with eligibie members present voting, 5-0
(Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

Meeting of 11/12/13: Mr. Williams moved to approve the minutes of 11/12/13: Ms. Totilo
seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously with eiigible members present voting, 5-0
(Dell, Fishman, Quick, Totilo and Williams).

New Business

Mr. Woods briefly discussed the MNR/Atiantic Avenue Bridge project, pointing out the concern
that the sidewalks must be safe for pedestrians, which Mr. Pooia, City Traffic Engineer showed
where they are on the new plan,

Ms. Deil suggested that we send a letter to Mayor-elect David Martin, the Board requested that
staff write a letter requesting a meeting with Mr. Martin to meet with either the fuil Board or the
Chair to discuss the Master Pian update process and the Capital Budget that the Board is
currently dealing with.

Mr. Quick requested that the current quarterily report be printed and given to the Board.

Oid Business

Ms. Dell reported that going on-line regarding the terms of the members, and she pointed out
the terms for both Ms. Fishman and Mr. Tepper were up on December 1, 2013 and they had six
months for re-appointment. Ms. Fishman and Mr. Tepper had reported that they both had
contacted the Mayor's Transition Team requesting reappointment to the Planning Board.

Joint Public Meeting

Capital Budget Presentations FY 2014/15-2021:

1. Ferguson Library
2. Board of Education
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When the presentations were completed, Ms. Dell thanked Mr. Cerasoli of the Board of
Representatives, Mr. Hricay and Mr. Romano of OPM, then the Board engaged in a discussion
on what role they saw was for recommending the Capital Budget to the Board of Finance, Board
of Finance, and the Mayor. In sum, this means that the Planning Board's Capital Budget will
most likely be larger than the $30 miliion.

After a brief discussion, the Board agreed to start the next meeting at 6:30 p.m. instead of 7:00
p.m. to give more time to discuss in detail the Capital Budget requests.

There being no further business to come before the Board, Ms. Dell adjourned the meeting at
10:00 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Ciaire Fishman, Secretary
Stamford Planning Board

Note: These proceedin%s were recorded on tape and are available for review in the Land Use
Bureau located on the 7™ ftoor of Government Center, 888 Washington Bouievard, during
regular business hours.
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MAYCOR
MICHAEL A. PAVIA

Director of Qperalions
ERNIE ORGERA

Land Use Bureau Chief
Norman F, Cole, ATCP

Principat Planner
David W. Woads, Ph.D., AICP

CITY OF STAMFORD
PLANNING BOARD
LAND USE BUREAU

888 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD
P.O. Box 10152
STAMFORD, CT 06904 -2152

November 26, 2013

Tom Mills, Chair
Zoning Board
City of Stamford, CT

Re:  Zoning Board Application 213-33 — Zone Map Amendment — Saddle Rock Road

Dear Mr. Mills:

During our regularly scheduled meeting held on Tuesday, November 19, 2013, the Planning
Board reviewed the above referenced application referred in accordance with the requirements of
the Stamford Charter.

The Planning Board unanimously recommended that the Zoning Board rezone approximately

8.35 acres from R-20 to RA-1 located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Block No.

25. The Planning Board makes this recommendation bascd on the good planning principie that 1o

lessen density in a llood prone arca, and finds the request consistent with the 2002 Master Plan.
incerely,

| [ o~
~ fww&ﬂ /
heresa Dell, Chair

Stamlord Planning Board
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NoY 2 7 2013

City of Stamford
Zoning Board
STAFF REPORT
10: ~ CITY OF STAMFORD ZONING BOARD -
FROM: DAVID W. WOODS, PH.D., AICP, PRINCIPAL PLANNER
SUBJECT: ZB APPL. 213-13 APPLICATION FOR ZONING MAP AMENDMENT — SADOLE ROCK ROAD
DATE: NOVEMBER 26, 2013

The above-referenced application, submitted to the City of Stamford Zoning Board to rezone approximately
8.35 acres from R-20 to RA-1 located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Biock No. 25.




The applicant desires to change the zoning classification from R-20 to RA-1 zoning district for seven
properties located on the most southern end of the Shippan peninsuia on Saddie Rock Road overlooking
the Long Island Sound in a Flood Prone Area, which make these seven properties subject to the provisions
found under the City of Stamford's Zoning Code Section 7.1 Flood Prone Area Regulations (as adopted on
July 8, 2013), as well as Chapter 444 of Connecticut General Statutes “The Coastal Management Act.”

Table |il: Comparison of Area, Helght and Bulk Allowed;

Area:
RA-1: 43, 560 s.f. minimum iot size
R-20: 20,000 s.f. minimum lot size

Height:
R-Al. 35 feet
R-20: 30 feet

Storles:
RA-1: 3
R-20: 2w

Frontage:
RA-1: 125 feet

R-20: 100 feet

Circle Dlameter:
RA-1: 125 feet

R-20: 100 feet
Rear Setback:
RA-1: &0 feet
R-20: 50 feet

STAFF ANALYSIS

CT Coastal Area Management (CAM) Program, Planning Report No. 30 Coastal Policies and Use Guidelines
outlines the “coastal policies {in order to) provide uniform standards and criteria for all public agencies that
conduct or regulate activities subject to the management program” (I}-3). Section IIl. Government Policies,
Part C. Flooding and Erosion Planning outlining policies to be followed by municipal, state and federal
agencies requires municipalities to “consider in the planning process the potential impact of coastal
flooding and erosion patterns on coastai development so as to minimize damage to and destruction of life
and property of future development from such hazards” {11-188). These seven properties on Saddle Rock
Road are all located in a high coastal flood area, and thus, lowering the density by changing the zoning to
RA-1 from R-20 would lessen the number of people living on this street,

2ir bé‘ "



The key criteria in analyzing any request to change a zoning classification for properties are: (1) whether
the properties in question are contiguous to each other, and (2} whether the change in question would
enhance properties ability to meet the provisions of the Zoning Code. For this request, the applicant has
identified seven contiguous properties, which would be changed to the more restrictive RA-1 zone, and
clearly the properties in question would more easily be able to make “substantial improvements of
residential structures” on their properties without requiring a variance (especially for height) under this
new classification.

Referrals

Comments have been received from:

= The Planning Board
At its November 19, 2013 meeting, the Planning Board unanimously recommended that the Zoning
Board approve this map change from R-20 to RA-1 on the seven properties on Saddle Rock Road along
the Long Island Sound based on good planning principles to iessen density in a flood prone area.

Staff Recommendation:

The staff recommends that the Zoning Board approve this requested zone change from R-20 to RA-1 for the
seven properties: 68, 74, 88, 89, 102, 107 and 123 Saddle Rock Road.

3|l'§7v.v



REDNISS

&M EAD LAND SURVEYING | CiviL ENGINEERING | PLANNING & ZONING CONSULTING | PErMITTING

%
October 16, 2013

-y
Norman Cole, Land Use Bureau Chief .2 B" o
City of Stamford
888 Washington Boulevard

i

Re:  Saddle Rock Road
Zone Change (from R-20 to RA-1)
CAM Approval

Dear Norman,

As discussed with Dave Killeen, enclosed piease find a supplementary application for
CAM approval to accompany the recently submitted Zone Change application. This will ensure
that both applications are referred and reviewed by the appropriate City departments for
comment on the potential effects/benefits of the Zone change as it relates to coastal areas.

We understand that site specific redevelopment in the future will likely require its own
CAM application. We request that these applications be heard and reviewed by the Zoning
Board simultaneously.

In support of the application, enclosed please find:
1. One (1) check in the amount of $230 (appiication fee);
2. Twelve (12) copies of the Application for CAM approval:
As always, we look forward to working with the Planning and Zoning Boards to facilitate

this helpful change for the area residents. Please do not hesitate to cantact us if you have any
questions or require additional information.
Sinccrey{r .

Richird W. Redniss, AICP

Enclosures
cc: Included Property Owners

Mary Deery Uva, R-1 ’R_E C E H V E

Patrick J. White, D-1

0CT 16 2013 =




Susan R. Cullman & John J. Kirby, Jr.
88 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902

October 15,2013

Norman Cole

Land Use Bureau Chief
City of Stamford

888 Washington Boulevard
Stamford, CT 06901

Re:  Saddle Rock Road
Zone Change and CAM Applications

Dear Mr. Cole;

We hereby authorize the office of Redniss & Mead, [nc. (with offices located at
22 First Street), to act as our agent in connection with the above referenced land use
approvals. Thank you for your acknowledgment of said authority.

We have been in contact with all of our neighbors whose property is included in
the proposed zone change. The owners of 102 Saddle Rock Road are still reviewing the
application. All other owners have expressed their support of the application.

Sincerely,
b;usan R. Cullman & John J. Kirby, Jr.

< R (Culd

\

YEGEIVE

pcT 146 201

7ONING BOARD
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MAYOR Director of Operations
MICHAEL PAVIA ERNIE ORGERA
Land Use Bureau Chied

Norman F. Cole, AL.C.P

CITY OF STAMFORD
ZONING BOARD
LAND USE BUREAU
888 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD
STAMFORD, CT 06901
Tel: 203.977.4719
Fax: 203.977.4100

October 25, 2013

Mrs. Theresa Dell, Chairman Planning Board
Atten; David Woods, Principat Planner

City of Stamford

888 Washington Boulevard

Stamford, CT 06904

RE: Application 213-33 — Zoning Map Amendment — RICHARD REDNISS
Saddle Rock Road, to rezone approximately 8.35 acres from R-20 to RA-1
located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Block No. 25 (see attached

map).
Dear Mrs. Dell:
In accordance with Section C6-40-10 of the Charter of the City of Stamford, the above
captioned amendment to the Zoning Map of the City of Stamford is hereby referred to the
Planning Board of the City of Stamford for its advisory report,
A public hearing has tentatively been scheduled for December 2, 2013. Referral

comments should be filed with the Zaning Board Office by November 29, 2013. Please
feel free to attend our Public Hearing to present your referral comments.

Sincerely,

Novna, Qo

Norman F, Cole
Land Use Bureau Chief
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MAYOR
MICHAEL PAVIA

Direcior of Operations
ERNIE ORGERA

Land Use Bureau Chief
Morman F. Cole, AL.C.P

CITY OF STAMFORD
ZONING BOARD

LAND USE BUREAU
8988 WASHINGTON BOULEVARD
STAMFORD, CT 06901
Tel: 203.977.4719
Fax: 203.977.4100

October 25, 2013

Ms. Kristal Kallenberg

Office of Long Island Sound Programs

State Department of Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5828

RE: Application 213-33 — Zoning Map Amendment — RICHARD REDNISS,

Saddle Rock Road, to rezone approximately 8.35 acres from R-20 to RA-1
located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Block No. 25 (see attached

map).

Dear Ms. Kallenberg:

[n accordance with Section 22a-103 of the Connecticut General Statutes, we are
forwarding the above captioned Map Amendment to the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection for its advisory report.

A public hearing has tentatively been scheduled for December 2, 2013. Referral
comments should be filed with the Zoning Board Office by November 29, 2013. Please
feel free to attend our Public Hearing to present your referral comments.

Sincerely,

Necna, Cele
Noman F. Cole oy

Land Use Bureau Chief
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

CITY OF STAMFORD

TO: Harbor Commission
Frank Fedeli, Harbor Management Commissioner

FROM: Norman F. Cole, Land Use Bureau Chief N@Lmn, @—&Q@
DATE: October 25, 2013
RE: Application 213-33 — Zoning Ma Amendment - RICHARD REDNISS

Saddle Rock Road, to rezone approximately 8.35 acres from R-20 to RA- |
located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Block No. 25 (see attached

map).

In accordance with Chapter 6, Article XII, Section 6-62 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of
Stamford, the above captioned Map Change and Coastal Site Plan Review applications are
hereby referred to the Harbor Management Commission for its advisory report.

A public hearing has tentatively been scheduled for December 2, 2013. Referral comments

should be filed with the Zoning Board Office by November 29, 2013. Please feel free to attend
our Public Hearing to present your referral comments.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

CITY OF STAMFORD

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Mary Uva, Board of Representative District |
Patrick White, Board of Representative District |

Norman F. Cole, Land Bureau Chief NQLM.U\. %

October 25, 2013

Application 213-33 — Zoning Map Amendment - RICHARD REDNISS
Saddle Rock Road, to rezone approximately 8.35 acres from R-20 to RA-1
located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in Block No. 25 (see attached
map).

On behalf of the Zoning Board, a copy of the above captioned application is enclosed for your
information. A complete copy of the file is available in the Land Use Bureau offices on the 7%
Floor of the Government Center.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (203) 977-4714,

104



INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

CITY OF STAMFORD

TO: J. Lunney I, R.A. Zoning Enforcement Officer
Richard Talamelli, EPB
Susan Kisken, P.E.
Bill Degnan, WPCA

Chief Fire Marshal
FROM: Norman F. Cole, Land Use Bureau Chief M@LMM., a&
DATE: October 25, 2013
RE: Application 213-33 — Zoning Map Amendment ~ RICHARD

REDNISS, Saddle Rock Road, to rezone approximately 8.35 acres from

R-20 to RA-1 located on Saddle Rock Road in a coastal flood area in
Block No. 25 (see attached map).

On behalf of the Zoning Board, a copy of the above captioned application is hereby
referred to you for review and comment.

A public hearing has tentatively been scheduled for December 2, 2013. It would be greatly
appreciated if you could submit your comments with the Zoning Board Office by
November 29, 2013.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.
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MAYOR
MICHAEL A. PAVIA

CITY ENGINEER
. LOUIS CASOLO, JR., P.E
INS n
Ulm'mﬂg:)(;;gm\“( Emaih Lesolo@ci stamfond.cr.us

Email: corpera@ciatamionl.o.us

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Ociober 30, 2013
To: Norman Cole - Land Use Bureau Chief
From: Susan Kisken P.E. -
Subject:
Saddle Rock Road

Zoning Application No, 213-33

The Engineering Bureau of the City of Stamford has reviewed the above-mentioned application and the
request is for Zoning Map Amendment, and has no impact on any authority for this department.

Therefore at this time, the Engincering Bureau has no objection to this application continuing with the
approval process.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this application and if you have any questions, piease call me at
(203)977-6165.

Reg. No. 418

1IQ§1 | of i
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- Zoning Board Zoning Board of Appeals

STATEMENT OF NOTIFICATION OF PROPERTY OWNERS
Sl o P CIIRILALION OF PROPERTY OWNERS
APPLICATION No.___2]13-33 DATE: December 2, 2013

APPLICANT NAME _Richard W, Redniss

PROPERTY LOCATION _ 68, 74, 38 89, 102, 107, 123 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION Zone Change from R-20 (half acre) to RA-I (one acre)

to enable coastal homes to meet the Stamford and FEMA fload regulations and minimum elevations.

1. Names and Addresses of all owners of property as verified from the most current Real Property Records on file
in the Office of the Assessor of the City of Stamford (or the actual owners of record if known to the applicant)
within the area which is the subject of the application:

Stewart & Rachael Shanley, 89 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT 06902
Steven G. & Sharon L. Chrust, 107 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford. CT 06902

Allen & Eleonora A. Silverman, 123 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT 06902
William W. Ward, Tr., 102 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT 06902

John J. Kirby, Jr. and Susan R. Cullman, 812 Park Avenue, #14E. New York, NY 10021

John J. Kirby, Jr. and Susan R. C uliman, 74 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT 06902
Karen A. & Kathleen A. Murphy, 68 Saddle Rock Road, Stamford, CT 06902

(Add Supplemental Sheets if Necessary)

2. Names and Addresses of all owners of property as verified from the most current Real Property Records on file in the
Office of the Assessor of the City of Stamford (or the actual owners of record if known to the applicant) within 500 feet
in RA-2 One Family Residence Districts, 300 fcet in RA-] One Family Residence Districts and 100 feet in all other
Districts, of the boundary of the area which is the subject of the application:

Please Refer to Attached Certificate of Mail,

(Add Supplemental Sheets if Necessary)

Listed above are the names and addresses ol owners of all properties within the arca which is the subject of the
application, and of all properties 500 feet or less distant therefrom in the case of RA-2 One Family Residence Districts,
300 feet or less distant therefrom in the case of RA-! One Family Residence Districts and 100 feet or fess distant
therefrom in all other Distncts, all as verified from the most current Real Property Records on file in the Office of the
Assessor of the City of Stamford (or the actual owners of record if otherwise known (o the applicant), together with
evidence in the form of U.S. Post Office Certificates of Mailing, indicating that property not more than 20, not less than
7 days prior to the date set for public hearing thereon.

A copy of the notification descnbed above and certificates ot mailing, as sgjyforth above, are furnished herewith.

ReEcNE P

|z 2.-20,3 S_ngn ture of Applicant N

Pl =l H
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Cily ot Stamtorg

Ioning Board - Lond Use Bureau
‘& Govemment Cenler - 888 Washinglon Boulevard - Stamiterd CT0a704-2152
; Phone 3977 4719 fax 203977 4100

APPLICATION FOR CHANGE IN THE ZONING MAP OF STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT

Compiets, notorize, and forward twelve {12) copies o Clerk of the Zoning Board with a $500.00 Pubilic Hearing Fes and
the required $380.00 Fliling Fee, payable io tha City of Stamtord. NOTE: Cost of lrgg P lon {TgrEie

9'.3

are payable by the Applicant and perlarmance of mailing of required proparty own E-’E‘. \
applicant H

APPLICANT NAME (g) _ Richard W. Redniss, AICP ocI 11 2013
APPLICANT ADDRESS 22 First Street, Stamford, CT 06905

APPLICANT PHONE s 203-327-0500 MING BOARD

I5 ARPLICANT AN OWNER OF PROPERTY IN THE GITY OF STAMFORD? ___ Y¢S

PRESENT ZONING DisTRICT __R-20 PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICT RA-!

LOCATION OF PROPOSED CHANGE. (Give boundaries of sach parcel 'n proposed change and ‘ndicate dimensions Iram nearest
iefsecting sireel  Also include Assessor's Card number and Town Clerk's Block number, and square lootage of land  Attach four {4}
copes of map showng area proposed for change )

Sce attached Exhibit A (Zone Change Area Descnption)

LIST NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE OWNERS OF ALL LAND INCLUDED WiTHIN THE PROPOSED CHANGE
NAME & ADDRESS LOCATION

See atached Exhibit B (Owner's List)

ARE THERE DEED RESTRICTIONS THAT CONFLICT WiTH THE PAOPOSED ZONE DISTRICT FOR THIS PROPERTY?
No

IF YES, LIST REFERENCE TO TOWN CLERK BOOK & PAGE #

DOES ANY PORTION CF THE PREMISES AFFECTED BY THIS APPLICATION LIE WITHIN 500 FEET OF THE BORDER LINE
WITH GREENWICH. DARIEN OR NEW CANAAN? No (I yes, notification must be sent to Town Clerk of neighboring
commurity by registered mail within 7 days of receipt of application - PA 87-307)

DATED AT STAMFORD CONNECTICUT, THIS . E . DAYOF _Oclober 20 13

P}

SIGNED- ___/h

NOTE: The application cannot be scheduled for public hearing untii 35 days have elnpsed from the date of referral to the
Stamfiard Planning Board. If spplicant wishes to withdraw tha application, this must be dona In wriling, and be recelved by
the Zoning Board at least three (3) working days prior lo public hearing In order to provide sulticient time to publicize the
withdrawal, Applications withdrawn less than thres (3) days prior te a schedule hearing date will ng} be rescheduled within 90
days.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

ssSTAMFORD_ ___ Mebagers Q7 E e

COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD

Personally appeared ; __E AL \f\g tA . ). QEAQ . signer of the fareg
the tristh of the contenis thereol, before me
N ,7((«\)\_\/«\‘ \ CLA_

FOR QFFICE USE ONLY

APPL. # Recewed in the otice of the Zoming Board: Date:

8y

Aevisad 01 o010
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® D
. REDNISS
&M EAD LaND Surveving | Civie EnciNezaing | PranNiNG & Zowine ConsuLTing | Peamirring

‘

16/10/13
Saddle Rock Road = =]
Zone Change Application EQE,J_E__
Exhibit A
Area Description 0cT 11 2013

Zope Change Description: R-20 Zone to RA-1 Zone

ZONING BOARD

Block #: 25
Assessor Card #: 003-0145; 000-1912; 001-9627: 002-21 87, 003-4168; 003-4167; 003-4166

Area: 1.08+ 116 + 1.67 + 98 + .65 + 1.24 + 0.99 + (.58 (Saddle Rock Road) = 8.35 Acres

All those certain tracts, pieces or parcels of land situate, lying and being in the City of Stamford,
County of Fairfield, and State of Connecticut, beginning at a point on the intersection of the
centerline of Saddle Rock Road and the projection of the northerly property line of land n/f of Karen
A. Murphy et al and Kathleen A. Murphy (Assessor #003-4166); said land is bound by the
following:

Northerly  381°+ by a portion of Saddle Rock Road and said land n/f of Kevin M. Dwyer
(Assessor #002-0569), each in part;

Easterly 1,169 + by land n/f of Ocean Drive West Associates LLC (Assessor #004-2275) and
the Long Island Sound, each in part;

Southerly ~ 210°+ by Long Island Sound;

Westerly  844'+ by Long Island Sound

Northerly 167+ by land n/f of David P. Tunick (Assessor #002-3700);
Easterly 81" £ by land n/f of Robert Rangelov et al (Assessor #003-0144);

Northerly 151 by said land of Robert Rangelov et al and a portion of Saddle Rock Road, each in
part;

Westerly 161+ by the centerline of Saddle Rock Road.

22 First Streer | Stamtord, T 06905 I Tel: 203.327.0500 | Fax: 203.357.1118 | www.rednissmead 238
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Saddle Rock Road

Zone Change Application

Exhibit B

Property Owners List

10/10/2013

Properties Changing from R-20 to RA-1

Property Address

Property Owner

Cwner Mailing Address

Parcel ID

89 Saddle Rock Road

Stewart Shanley, et al: Rachael, sur ci

89 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamford, CT 06902

003-0145

107 Saddle Rock Road

Steven G. Chrust, et al; Sharon L.
Chrust, sur ct

107 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamford, CT 06902

000-1912

123 Saddle Rock Road

Allen Silverman, et ux: Eleonora A.

123 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamiford, CT 06902

001-9627

102 Saddle Rock Road

William W. Ward, tr

102 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamford, CT 06902

002-2187

88 Saddle Rock Road

John J. Kirby Jr., et al; SusanR.
Cullman, sur ¢l

812 Park Avenue #14E,
New York, NY 10021

003-4168

74 Saddle Rock Road

John J. Kirby Jr., et al; Susan R.
Cullman, sur ¢l

74 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamford, CT 06902

003-4167

68 Saddie Rock Road

Karen A. Murphy, et al, Kathleen A
Murphy, sur cl

68 Saddle Rock Road,
Stamford, CT 06902

003-4166

ECEIVE

7ONING BOARD

115



F ] AREA 10 BE CHANGED
JJ FROM R-20 ZONE
2 d toRra zone

CHANGE

SADDLE ROCK ROAD

P ———— e ————
Redniss & Mead [ "
o) INeAniss cd
‘&" EXINEERS SUMVE/CAL BLANNERS £ REDNISSUEAD COM 7583
ponkRgermant o JIFIRET SIREET STAMFOURD < OMNECTICUT 04905 2001270500

S0\
ZONE
PAE T o703
SCALE

["=150"

116




City of Stamiard
loning Board  Lond Use Bureau

= Cravemment Canter 888 Wothmglon Boutevord - Sinminrd. ©1 049042153
= Phong X977 4719 Far 01977 4100

; APPLICATION FOR COASTAL SITE PLAN REVIEW

Complete, nolorize, and lorward tweive {12} copies of all project plans and documents to Clerk ol the Zoning Board with 3
$20.00 Filing Fee payable to the City of Stamford. NOTE: ADVERTISING COST OF THE RESULTS OF THE ZOMING
BOARD REVIEW IS PAYABLE BY THE APPLICANT PRIOR TO PUBLICATION.

apPLCANT Namg sy _ Richard W. Redniss, AICP (as agent)

appLicanT aporess 22 First Street, Stemford, CT 06905 H ELVEIVE ]

APPLICANT PHONE # __203-327-0500

ot
paovecT LocaTion _Saddie Rock Road

FROPEATY OWNER (5) _5¢¢ Exhibit B 211

GoNTACT FoR auesTions — Richard W Redniss

ACREAGE OF PROJECT PARCEL: B 33 acres

SOUARE FEET OF PROPOSED BUILDING _INJA

ZONING DISTRICT OF PROJECT ParceL _R-20 {propused change to RA-1)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Zone change from R-20 to RA-1

Coastal resources on which the project is localed Coastal policies atlected by the project
or which will be affected by he project {See “Index of Policies” Planning Repart 30)
(See “lndex of Palicics” Planning Repont 30)
.4 blulls gr escarpmenis a. water dependent usas
b rocky shoretront b. ports and harbors
_C. beaches and dunes <. coastal structures 8 filing
e dointeridal ilats d. dredging & navigation
_____e hdal wellands — e boating
| freshwater wetlands 1. hsherics
g esiuating embaymants g coastal ion access
_h. coasta! flood hazard areas h. sewer & waler lines
I. coastal etosion hazard area i energy factities
j. daveloped shoretront j luel, chemicals & hazardous materials
k, islands k. transpaortation
. l.coastal waters — | solid wasie
_m, shoralands m.dams, dikes & rosenirs
______n.sheflish concentration imeas n. shelitish conceniration
..._0. ganeral resource X__o. general development
p air resources p. opon space
i the project is adjacent to coastal waters. is the project water dependent? (Sea G.G 5. sec 22a-93)
YES “ NOT APPLICABLE
If yos. v what maneer?
Docks, piers, eic General pubhe arcess
Indusirial process or coling waters? Other, please specily:

Whal possible adverse or beneficial mpacts may oceur as a result of the project? [Attach additional sheet if necessary)
Beneficial impacts include the allowance of additional height nd additional talf story which will allow
homes to be raised above critical Nood heights,

How 15 the preposal consistant wilth all applicable goals and policies of |he CAM Act?

The application decreases the number of potential future residences that conld be deveioped within
floed prone arcas, and facilitates the raising of homes above the base floud elevation.

What measures are beng faken 1o mitigate adversa wmpacts and eliminate inconsistendies with the CAM Act? (Attach addilional sheet
I necessaryl
N/A

Is there any deed 1estrichon(s) that may protwbil the canstruction proposed in s applicason? No

It yes, st Town Clerk Book & Paga reference .

'$ any injunction or olher Kigaton pending concarming Ihis property® __No

1 yes. mchuge ctaton
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“

JOHN |, KiRBY JR. & SUSAN R. CuLLMAN
74 & 88 SADDLE Rock ROAD, STAMFORD, CT
ZONING BOARD APPLICATION FOR ZONE CHANGE
PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN 300’ - CERTIFICATE OF MAIL

Simon . & Carol Lee Hunt
34 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902-8229

Michael & Aleyna Lipkin
38 Saddle Rock Road
Scamford, CT 06902

Lillian E. Kraemer Revocable Trust
Lillian E. Kraemer Trustee

46 Saddle Rock Road

Stamford, CT 06902-8229

Kevin M. & Dianna Dwyer
60 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902-8229

Karen A. & Kathleen A. Murphy
68 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902-8230

John ). Kirby Jr. & Susan R. Cullman
74 Saddle Rock Reoad
Stamford, CT 06902-8230

john J. Kirby Jr. & Susan R. Cullman
812 Park Avenue, #14E
New York, NY 1002!

William W. Ward Tr.
102 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902

Allen & Eleanora A. Silverman
123 Saddle Rock Road
Saamford, CT 06902-8228

David P. Tunick
71 Saddle Rock Road
Saamford, CT 06902-8228

Robert & Rachel Rangelov
75 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902

Stewart & Rachael Shanley
89 Saddle Rock Road
Stamford, CT 06902

Steven G. & Sharon L. Chrust
107 Saddle Rock Road
Saamford, CT 06902-8228

Madan & Minoo Agarwal
86 Rogers Road

Stamford, CT 06902 2 72
~H O
so O
Alistair H. Johnstone & 3 :u;% -
Patricia Giordano Johnstone ;’} 2 8
83 Rogers Road &) 1o

Stamford, CT 06902-8225

John R. & Kelly A. Considine
91 Rogers Road
Samford, CT 06902

Ocean Drive West Associates LLC
630 Fifth Avenue — 28+ Floor
New York, NY 1011-0100

Mary Elizabeth Siegel
363 Ocean Drive West
Stamford, CT 06902

Voelkert & Karin K. Doeksen
630 Fifth Avenue, 28% Floor
New York, NY 10111-0100

John DiBacco
417 Qcean Drive West
Scaamford, CT 06902
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§13 RESIDENCE A DISTRICT Rrevised 01-04-13

13-1

13-2

13-3

134

13-5

Purpose

The purpose of the A District is to allow single-family residences on a minimum 1/2 acre lot. The A
District provisions are intended to encourage moderate density residential development for primarily
residential and related purposes in areas primarily served by centralized sewcrage facilities.

Permitted Uses

Any use permitted in a Residence AAA District, subject to the same approvals and conditions as
specified in §11-2 of these rcgulations.

Area and Shape (See Definitions)

Each lot shall have a minimum area of one-half (1/2) acre (21,780 square feet) and shall be of such
shape that a rectangle one hundred (100) feet by one hundred fifty (150) feet will fit on the lot.

Setbacks (See §31-4 through §31-8, also.)

No principal building, structure or use or accessory building or structure shall extend closer than
thirty (30) feet from any street line, fifteen (15) feet from any side lot line, or twenty-five (25) feet
from any rear lot line.

Entry stairs, platforms and open porches necessary for ingress and egress which are proposed to be
added a structures within the Special Flood Hazard Area that will have its first finished floor
elevated to at least the Base Flood Elevation, has no basement or cellar below the BFE and in the
AE Zone is designed to be fully compliant with §31-11.5.2 (Elevated Buildings) shall be permitted.
Structures in the VE zone shall comply with all the requirements in §31-11.3.5. In no case may
such structures be less than 5 feet from any property line.

Height

No principal building or other structure located north of the railroad tracks shall exceed two and
one-haif stories (2-1/2) and a height of thirty-five (35) feet. No principal building or structure
located south of the railroad tracks shall exceed two (2) stories and a height of twenty-six (26) feet.
No accessory building or structure shall exceed one story and a height of sixteen (16) feet, except
barns as defined in §11-2.4.7 and permanent and temporary light poles for lighted athletic ficlds on
town owned public school property as defined in §11-2.4.8.

Building Heipht for principal buildings may be increased by up to an additional five feet (Maximum
of 31°) for a structure located within the Special Flood Hazard Area tocated south of the railroad
tracks specifically when such structure is proposed have its first finished Noor elevated (o at feast
the Base Flood Elevation has no bascment or cetlar below the BFE and in the AE Zone is designed
to be fully compliant with §31-11 5.2 (Elevated Buildings). Structures in the VE zone shall comply
with all the requirements in §31-81.3.5. One additional foot of Bullding Height as measured from
average grade shall be permitted for vach foot that the average grade (s below the Base Flood
Elevation up to a maximum of five fect. Wet fload prooted enclosed spaces below the first floor
with a head room of tive feet ar less shall not be considered a story. (Sce §5-2 Definition of Crawl

Space).
RecD
pif, 12702712
A
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STAMFORD MASTER PLAN 2002

majonity of areas so designalad ara not served by public watar supply and public san-
itary sewer systema. Residantial density shall not excead one principal dwalfing unit
per ace, provided that conservation-orenled “clustaring® (e.g., Consarvation
Subdivisions) utiizing reduced lot size ara encouraged.

#2. RESIDENTIAL—Low Dansity Single-Family

This calegory is intendad bo provides for and protect a suitable environment for single-
family dwelings, as well as compatible uses (a.g., schools, houses of worship, clubs
and institutions) as may be permiltad by Special Exceplion baing in general harmony
with and supportive of single-family neighborhoods. Development on parcals [ess
than one acre s panmitted where the availability of public ubliles, public road

mmmmmumudmmwmmgdwg development

so wamant Residential density shall not axceed six principal dwelling units per acre,
pravided that conservation-oriented “clustering® (a.g., Conservation Subdivisions)
ulilizing reduced lot size are encouragsd.

#3. RESIDENTIAL—Low Density Multifamily

This calegory is intended to allow the amenities of multifamily living in a single-farnily
neighborhood salting. The catagory is inlended 1o provida for and protect single-
family dwelfings and the leas! intensive of multifamily development (i.e., garden
apartments or similar condominium-type units) as weall as one- and two-family units
on individual iols, and indudes such other compalibla usas (a.g., schools, houses of
worship, clubs, hospitals and institutions) as may be permitted by Special Excaption
being In general hatrmony with and supportive of such multifamily neighborhoods,
Residential density shall nol axceed a lotal of 17 dwalling units per acre, or a total of
25 dweilfing unils per acre when excluslively for the elderdy. A rasidential dansity
bonus of 50 percant may be allowed by Special Exception, not to exceed a lolal of
25 unils per acre, pravided that (1) a substantial number of such borus units are pro-
vided at below-markel rates, and/or (2) the unils are crealed in connection with the
adaptive reuse of an historic structure.

#4. RESIDENTIAL--Medium Density Multifamity

This category is intended lo provide for and prolect medium-density multifamity
development. The calegory is appropriate to areas in transiton from lower to
medium-density use, or In areas characterized by a mixture of apartment, condo-
minium, altached row house, or detached residential mid-rise atructures, and such
other uses (e.g., schools, houses of worship, dubs, hospitals and institutions) as may
be permitted by Special Exception being in general harmony with and supportve of
such multifamily neighborhoods. Residential density shall not exceed a lotal of 29
dweiling units per acre, or a total of 44 dwelfing unils per acre when exdusively for
the eldery. A residantial density bonus of 50 parcent may be allowed by Spedal

g%,#‘L
}),[_ 12 03'2015
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Richard W. Redniss —

From: Richard W Redniss

Sent: Monday, December 02, 2013 3.53 PM

To: Richard W. Redniss

Subject: FW: Map/Zone Change from R-20 to RA-1 (File Number: 213-33)

From: David Tunick [maifto:dtunick@tunickart.com]
Sent: Monday, December 02, 2013 6:37 AM

To: Richard W. Rednlss
Subject: Re: Map/Zone Change from R-20 to RA-1 (File Number: 213-33)

Rick,

Thank you for explaining the zoning and showing the plans st night. I'm glad | had 45 minutes to attend the
meeting.

If | had known as much about the proposed zoning change at the beginning as 1 do now as a result of what !
leamed last night, | would have joined the group on Saddle Rock in putting in for the change from half acre to

one acre.

David Tunick

RecDd
x5S
pri (2 [oz[20%
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REDNISS
&M EAD Laxp SurveviNG | Civit. ENGINEERING | PLANNING & ZoNinG CONSULTING | PERMITTING

T T S AR DN T R N M R e |
12/02/13

Saddle Rock Road
Zone Change Application
Revised Exhibit A
Area Description

Zone Change Description: R-20 Zone to RA-1 Zone

Block #: 25
Assessor Card #: 003-0145; 000-1912; 001-9627; 002-2187; 003-4168; 003-4167
Area: 1.08+1.16+1.67+ .98 +.65 + 1.24 + 0.50 (Saddle Rock Road) = 7.28 Acres

All those certain tracts, pieces or parcels of land situate, lying and being in the City of Stamford,
County of Fairfield, and State of Connecticut, beginning at a point on the intersection of the
centerline of Saddle Rock Road and the projection of the southerly property line of land n/f of Karen
A. Murphy et al and Kathleen A. Murphy (Assessor #003-4166); said land is bound by the
following:

Northerly 415+ by a portion of Saddle Rock Road and said land n/f of Karen A. Murphy and
Kathleen A. Murphy (Assessor #003-4166), each in part;

Easterly 942’ + by the Long Island Sound,;

Southerly 210’ by Long Island Sound;

Westerly  844’+ by Long Island Sound

Northerly  167°% by land n/f of David P. Tunick (Assessor #002-3700);
Easterly 81" + by land n/f of Robert Rangelov et al (Assessor #003-0144);

Northerly 151" by said land of Robert Rangelov et al and a portion of Saddle Rock Road, each in
part;

Westerly 52’ by the centerline of Saddle Rock Road.
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ZONE CHANGE
SADDLE ROCK ROAD

Redniss & Mead COMM. NO.: | DATE: 12/02/13 N

ENGINEERS - SURVEYORS - PLANNERS - WWW REDMISSMEAD COM 7683 SCALE: 1"=150"
22 FIRST STREET - STAMFORD, CONNECTICUT 05905 - 203-327-0500 =
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FOR PUBLICATION: THE ADVOCATE TWO INSERTIONS: WED. NOV 20, 2013
WED. NOV 27,2013
Charge to: Richard Redniss
Redniss & Mead
22 First Street
Stamford, CT 06905
203-327-0500

LEGAL NOTICE
ZONING BOARD - CITY OF STAMFORD

APPL. 213-33 Notice is hereby given that the Zoning Board of the City of Stamford, CT will
conduct a Public Hearing on Monday, December 2, 2013 at 7:00 p.m.. in the Cafeteria, 4™ Floor,
Government Center Building, 888 Washington Boulevard, Stamford, CT, to consider the
following proposed amendment of the Zoning Map of the City of Stamford, CT, upon
application of RICHARD W. REDNISS to:

Change to RA-1 “One Family Residence District” properties currently zoned R-20 “One Family Residence
District.”

All those certain tracts, pieces or parcels of land situate, lying and being in the City of Stamford,
County of Fairfield, and State of Connecticut, beginning at a point on the intersection of the
centerline of Saddle Rock Road and the projection of the northerly property line of land n/f of
Karen A. Murphy et al and Kathleen A. Murphy (Assessor #003-4166); said land is bound by the
following:

Northerly 3817+ by a portion of Saddle Rock Road and said land n/f of Kevin M. Dwyer
(Assessor #002-0569), each in part;

Easterly 1,169 + by land n/f of Ocean Drive West Associates LL.C (Assessor #004-2275)
and the Long Island Sound, each in part;

Southerly 210+ by Long Island Sound;

Westerly  844'+ by Long Island Sound

Northerly 167’ by land n/f of David P. Tunick (Assessor #002-3700);

Easterly 81" + by land n/f of Robert Rangelov et al {Assessor #003-0144);

Northerly 151" by said land of Robert Rangelov et al and a portion of Saddle Rock Road, each
in part;

Westerly 161+ by the centerline of Saddle Rock Road.

Block Number: 25; Area: .35 Acres.

The premises with respect to which application has been madet delineated on the
sketch set forth below: F | L E D

IM"‘-%

[INSERT SKETCH] |
: LNUV 202013

e ——emnnd
_TOWN CLERK
¥ AMFORD, CT

T i = e
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A full copy of the above referenced application is available for review in the Office of the Land Use
Bureau 7" Floor, Government Center Building, 888 Washington Boulevard, Stamford, CT during
normal business hours.

At the above time and place all interested persons shall be given an opportunity to be heard. The
hearing may be continued to such time and place as will be announced by the Zoning Board. The
meeting place is accessible to the physically handicapped. Hearing impaired persons wishing to
attend this meeting that require an interpreter may make arrangements by contacting the Department
of Social Services administration office at 203-977-4050, at least five (5) working days prior to the
meeting.

ATTEST: THOMAS R. MILLS
CHAIRMAN, ZONING BOARD
CITY OF STAMFORD, CONN.

Dated at the City of Stamford, CT.,
This 20" day of November, 2013
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Legal Notice as it appeared
in the Stamford Advocate
Wed., Nov, 27, 2013
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MAP TITLE

Stamford Assessor's Qffice

Mapping Division
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APPLICATION TO DEMOLISH
To. the. BUILDING DIYISION of the City of Stamford, Connecticut:

The undersiqned hereby ipplies for a permit to demolish o' building
accarding to the followfng detaiTs:

1. Location 7¥ Sappe & Thoid FBaD
Haim 8Tdg. 4. Accessory 81dg.[ ) Gthe?$ tot No. 2. Card No: -3CDT
Cost /3pmren fee Zof < Investigation Fee :

2. Betwtem what streets cic omy Do Jiseg o :

3. Use of building at time of desolition ({f vacant, give use far umchr bunding
was designed) |

4. Type of construction  STUCCO $Wor Sceene H psTef Lo |nwroe

5. Mumber of stories. & Total sq. Ft2 of footprint 5 530 /1990 Py,
€. When will work be started on above projn:t_w_ggﬂb

7. Sidewalk shed regquired: Yes.
A sidewalk shll may be nd !hl a buﬂdi dmlwnd i3 within
ten.feeb of the property line or forty feet or mn- in bel
8. Ave any Pubiic Ut{lity services connected to this butlding? Yes [ ) n‘-j.g(
1f yes, discontinuance: of sacvice approved by: Water Ca,
5.N.E.Tel.Ca. : HELLD,
Sevar Yankee Gas
9,  Name and erus of dflmml site. AMEC QARTING LLLX

_TRANSFES SHTION st | Oeescguy S7 (bt (77 0GBET

10.. Statement from site permittee accepting disposal from the above {oned
Pl'ﬂilit‘(rnm d prior Lo fssuance of’perzi t). 2 )

. AsbestosiDispasal Required: Yex (2€) Mo ( )

12: Certiftutc from a: 1icensed exterminatar which certiffes that the premises to
be dewol{shed are: free from rodest and insect fnfestation (requfred prier hr
{ssuance of desolition permit).

= Age'of BIdg.: Cartified by Assessor's Office. 19 CoFiuy 2

14, ‘lhf Building Division shell be given not Tess than Mntjrpfnur hours bef
the demotition of any building or structtre is commenced. i

15. I desolishing any butlding ov structure or partithirsaf, story after story
shal) be conpletaly removed. Xo material shall be placed upon s floor of any
biilding in tha course of demolition: the bricks, timbers and other parts of
eich stary shall be Towersd to the ground immédiately upon displacesent. The
vaterfal to te removed shall be wet dowm properly to ensure dust control.

{pts from the site parmittee to be submitted upon complatiom of this' demnl)iti
E%cd.prior to & final inspection by this office. &

»

17. Oemclition arex shall be graded with well-compacted f111.

19. Me the undersigned agrse to cosply m:h the printed {ntention contal im TI8Y
29, Chaptar SA1.07 thelConnecticut General Statutes, which are s-:uﬁz&m 2
through 29-415 of the Cosnactfcut Genera) Siatutes.

Area Cody ZO3-S5L1-6¢ 3%

Tenar TE-Agent )

. 4-1{-13

, Datar
B psi SrremT  pad CAniddn O ol

AT \ Address of Dwnar or Igent ey '"'— o
i - Qeen, /342 Dizive Stinfios
4 on Contractor, License = 53
_/3)3 b/s /)3

e ‘icansed Lontracior can 7 T
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( Fot Office Lise Onty ) A?&’ﬂ. Pmﬂ.wﬁv
AFFIDAVIT
DEMOLITION PERMIT Q z
u.qba.mowon_.-zﬁﬂﬂ.ﬂ }
A ) » Sumiord this 41" day of ﬂ_m?_ _ 19-05)3 Permit Mo/ \.Nn u_.,
s , i Fea $ 0%/ .06
645 Demol1t fon. ,
1, the undersigned, betng duly sworn, hareby mike affidsrit -fanlly__ 2-family tost $./°71100 -00
ad my: femfly___ a-fomily_ oate_ (/e /0023
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