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   MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 
MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Monday, April 4, 2016  6:45 PM 
or upon completion of Inland Wetlands Agency Meeting 

Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building    4 South Eagleville Road  Council Chamber 
 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Roll Call 
 

3. Approval of Minutes 
a. March 21, 2016 – Regular Meeting  

 

4. Zoning Agent’s Report 
 

5. Public Hearing 
 

6. Old Business 
a. Draft Zoning Regulations 

Memo from Director of Planning 
b. Zoning Map Amendment Application, 91 & 93 Meadowbrook Lane, PZC File #1338 

Tabled pending a 5/2/16 Public Hearing 
c. Special Permit Application, Meadowbrook Gardens, 91 & 93 Meadowbrook Lane, PZC File 

#1284-3 
Tabled pending a 5/2/16 Public Hearing, Field Trip set for 4/13/16 

d. Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulations and Enforcement 
e. Other 

 

7. New Business 
a. Request for Interpretation of Lot Frontage Requirements 

Memo from Director of Planning 
b. Other 

  

8. Reports from Officers and Committees 
a. Chairman’s Report 
b. Regional Planning Commission 
c. Regulatory Review Committee 
d. Planning and Development Director’s Report 
e. Other 

 

9. Communications and Bills 
a. APA Magazine Article(s)-The 21st Century Comprehensive Plan & Planning Practice 
b. Other 

 

10. Adjournment 



 
DRAFT MINUTES 

MANSFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting  

Monday, March 21, 2016 
Council Chamber, Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

 

Members present:  J. Goodwin, C. Ausburger, B. Chandy, R. Hall, G. Lewis, K. Rawn, B. Ryan, V. Ward,  
S. Westa 

Alternates present:  P. Aho, T. Berthelot  
Staff present: Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development 
 Janell Mullen, Assistant Planner/Zoning Enforcement Officer 
  

Chairman Goodwin called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 

Approval of Minutes: 
a. March 7, 2016- Regular Meeting:   

Hall MOVED, Chandy seconded, to approve the 3-7-2016 minutes as presented.  MOTION PASSED with all 
in favor except Goodwin and Westa who disqualified themselves.    

b. March 16, 2016-Field Trip Notes:  
The Field Trip Notes of 3-16-16 were noted.     

 

Zoning Agent’s Report:   
Noted.  
 

Public Hearing: 
Special Permit Application, Efficiency Unit, 152 Cedar Swamp Road, M. Ricci owner/applicant, PZC File 
#1339 
Chairman Goodwin opened the Public Hearing at 6:35 p.m.  Members present were Goodwin, Ausburger, 
Chandy, Hall, Lewis, Rawn, Ryan, Ward, Westa and Alternates Aho and Berthelot.  No Alternates were seated.  
Linda Painter, Director of Planning and Development, read the Legal Notice as it appeared in The Chronicle on 
3/8/16 and 3/16/16 and noted the following communications received:  a 3/14/16 memo from Janell Mullen, 
Assistant Planner/Zoning Enforcement Office; and a 3/17/16 B100a Approval from the Eastern Highlands 
Health District.  Painter noted for the record the notices were sent by the applicant to the abutters within 500 
feet and the certified mailing receipts have been submitted to the office for verification.  
 

The applicants/owners, Dustin Ricci and  Mark Ricci, who reside at 152 Cedar Swamp Road, were present.  
 

Chairman Goodwin noted there were no questions or comments from the Public or the Commission.  Ward 
MOVED, Rawn seconded, to close the Public Hearing at 6:38 p.m.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.    
 

Old Business: 
a. Special Permit Application, Efficiency Unit, 152 Cedar Swamp Road, M. Ricci owner/applicant, PZC File 

#1339 
Ryan MOVED, Hall seconded, to approve the March 1, 2016 application of Mark Ricci to allow an efficiency 
dwelling unit at 152 Cedar Swamp Road in an RAR-90 zone, as shown on submitted plans and described in 
other application submissions and as presented at Public Hearing on March 21, 2016.   

 
Pursuant to Article V, Section B. of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, the site plan requirements contained 
in Section B.3.d are hereby waived as there is no proposed expansion of the building and the information is 
not needed to determine compliance with the zoning regulations. 

 



This approval is granted because the application is not expected to result in any detrimental neighborhood 
impacts and is considered to be in compliance with Article X, Section L; Article V, Section B; and other 
provisions of the Mansfield Zoning Regulations, and is granted with the following conditions: 

 

1. This approval has been granted for a one-bedroom efficiency in association with a single-family home 
having up to three additional bedrooms.  Any increase in the number of bedrooms on this property shall 
necessitate subsequent review and approval from the Eastern Highlands Health District and the Planning 
and Zoning Commission. 
 

2. This approval is conditioned upon continued compliance with Mansfield’s Zoning Regulations for 
efficiency units, which include owner-occupancy requirements, limitations on the number of residents in 
an efficiency unit and limitations on the number of unrelated individuals that may live in a dwelling unit 
pursuant to the definition of Family contained in the Zoning Regulations.  These limitations apply 
regardless of the number of bedrooms present in the home.  Pursuant to Article X, Section L.2, the 
applicant shall submit a notarized affidavit certifying owner occupancy every two years, starting on 
January 1, 2018. 
 

3. This special permit shall not become valid until filed upon the Land Records by the applicant. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.   
 

b. Modification Request to a Gravel Permit, 1090 Stafford Road, PZC File #1258 
Goodwin MOVED, Rawn seconded, to the approve the modification to the Special Permit for the gravel 
removal operation performed by Phil DeSiato from the Green Property located at 1090 Stafford Road.   
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.   

c. Draft Zoning Regulations 
Painter distributed and explained the draft of the water pipeline overlay map and reviewed the revisions 
to the Stormwater Regulations that were made after input from Derek Dilaj, Assistant Town Engineer.  
Revisions to the draft map of the overlay district will be made based on Commission comments. The 
revised map will be reviewed at the next meeting.   

d. Zoning Map Amendment Application, 91 & 93 Meadowbrook Lane, PZC File #1338 
Item is tabled pending a 5/2/16 Public Hearing. 

e. Special Permit Application, Meadowbrook Gardens, 91 & 93 Meadowbrook Lane, PZC File #1284-3 
Item is tabled pending a 5/2/16 Public Hearing with a Field Trip set for 4/13/16. 
 

New Business:   
a. Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Regulations and Enforcement 

Chairman Goodwin tabled discussion until the next meeting.  
 

Reports from Officers and Committees: 
The Director reviewed her written report.  
 

Communications and Bills:   
Noted.  
 

Adjournment:   
The Vice Chair declared the meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m.     
 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 

Vera S. Ward, Secretary 



 
 

Town of Mansfield
Department of Planning and Development 

Date:  March 31, 2016 

To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 

From:  Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development 

Subject: Draft Zoning Regulations: Stormwater Management and Water Service Connections 

Draft Stormwater Regulations 
If the Commission has no other suggested changes to the March 17, 2016 draft, staff recommends 
that a public hearing be scheduled on the draft regulations.  The two potential dates for this hearing 
are May 16th and June 16th. At this time there are no public hearings scheduled either of these dates; 
however, hearings scheduled for the previous meetings could potentially be continued to these days.  
 
_________ MOVES__________SECONDS, that a public hearing be scheduled for __________ 
to hear comments on the proposed revisions to the Zoning Regulations related to stormwater 
management dated March 17, 2016. The draft regulations shall be referred to the Town Attorney, 
CRCOG, adjacent municipalities, Town Council, Conservation Commission and Four Corners 
Sewer and Water Advisory Committee for review and comment.   

 
Draft Water Service Connection Regulations 
At the March 21st PZC meeting, it was suggested that the proposed Water Pipeline Overlay District 
map be revised to include lots that did not have frontage on roads with water mains to ensure those 
lots were subject to the same restrictions should they obtain an easement for the purposes of 
accessing the water main. 
 
As staff attempted to identify additional parcels to which the district may apply, we were unsure of 
where to draw the line.  In other words, how far from the pipeline should this district apply?  As a 
result of this challenge, we are working on a few alternative approaches that we will present on April 
4th for the Commission’s consideration. 
  

Draft Alcoholic Liquor and Live/Amplified Music Regulations 
Staff reviewed the March 3, 2016 draft with the Town Manager and Resident Trooper.  Based on 
their concerns, it is suggested that the draft Live/Amplified Music regulations be revised to include a 
process through which occasional live/amplified music associated with residential uses would be 
reviewed by the Fire Marshal and Resident Trooper to ensure that public safety concerns are 
addressed and that the police have the authority to shut down events that are causing problems.  
Staff will present more specific proposals at the April 4th meeting.  If the Commission would like to 
hear from the Manager and Resident Trooper directly, we can ask them to attend a future meeting. 



 

Department of Planning and Development

 

Date: March 31, 2016 

To: Planning and Zoning Commission 

From: Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director 

Subject: Interpretation of Zoning Regulations 
Definition and Application of Frontage Requirements 

  

Background 
The IWA has a pending application for a subdivision on Dog Lane (W1561).  After reviewing the history of 
the property, staff has determined that the creation of a second lot constitutes the first cut and therefore 
does not meet the definition of a subdivision, which is defined as “The division of a tract or parcel of land 
into three (3) or more parts or lots for the purpose, whether immediate or future, of sale or building 
development expressly excluding development for municipal, conservation or agricultural purposes, and 
includes resubdivision.”  This determination is based on the fact that the original lot of record existed in 
1944, prior to the establishment of zoning and subdivision regulations. Additional land was purchased from 
the UConn Foundation in 2012 and added to this lot to create the parcel that exists today.   

As the property has not been previously divided, splitting the parcel into two lots can be approved through 
the Zoning Permit process as a lot line revision provided both lots conform to minimum zoning 
requirements.  Based on the definitions and dimensional regulations outlined in this report, staff’s initial 
interpretation of the regulations as applied to the Dog Lane property concluded that, while an unusual 
configuration, the proposed lots met the minimum requirements for 200 feet of uninterrupted frontage.  No 
Zoning Permit application for a lot line revision has been received or reviewed at this time as the proposed 
changes are still under review by the IWA.  Additionally, it appears that the current proposal may result in 
alterations to the scenic road which would require a public hearing before the PZC and approval by the 
Town Council.  

Request for Interpretation 
As described in the attached memo, the owners of properties located at 128 Dog Lane, 127 Dog Lane, 60 
Bundy Lane, and 54 Bundy Lane have requested that the PZC review and issue an official interpretation of 
the regulations related to minimum required lot frontage.  Article 11, Section A of the Regulations requires 
the Zoning Agent to review any questions regarding interpretation and enforcement of the regulations with 
the PZC officers, and if necessary, the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

Definitions 
Article 4 of the Zoning Regulations contains the following rules and definitions: 

 



Interpretation of Zoning Regulations 
March 31, 2016 
Page 2 of 3 

A. Rules 
In the construction of these regulations, the rules and definitions contained in this 
Article shall be observed and applied, except where the context clearly indicates 
otherwise. 

1. Uses of land, buildings or structures not permitted in the various zoning districts 
are prohibited. 

2. Words in the singular shall include the plural, the plural the singular; and words 
used in the presence tense shall include the future. 

3. The word “shall” is mandatory and not discretionary. 
4. The word “may” is permissive. 
5. The word “lot” shall include the words “piece” and “parcel”. 
6. The words “Zone, zoning district” and “district” have the same meaning. 
7. The phrase “used for” shall include the phrases “arranged for”, “designed for”, 

“intended for”, “maintained for”, and “occupied for” 
8. The phrase “these regulations” shall refer to the entire Zoning Regulations. 

 

B. Definitions 
For the purpose of these regulations, certain terms and words used herein shall be 
used, interpreted and defined as set forth in this section.  

Any questions that arise regarding the regulatory meaning of other words and terms 
shall be determined by the Planning and Zoning Commission with reference to the 
Connecticut General Statutes and the Random House Dictionary of the English 
Language, unabridged edition, respectively. 

* * * * * 

38. Lot, Corner.  A corner lot is a lot whose street lot lines have an interior angle of 
less than 135 degrees at the intersection of the two lines. A lot abutting on a 
curved street shall be deemed a corner lot if the tangents to the curve at the 
points of intersection of the side lot lines intersect at an interior angle of less than 
135 degrees. 

39. Lot, Frontage. The horizontal distance measured long the full length of the front 
lot line. At existing, proposed or future streetline intersections with a radius, the 
frontage may be measured along the full length of the front lot line to the point of 
intersection of the front lot lines extended beyond the radius to their point of 
intersection. 

40. Lot line.  A property line bounding a lot. For zoning purposes, town boundary lines 
are not assumed to be lot lines and a Mansfield lot may extend into an adjacent 
municipality. 

* * * * * 
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42. Lot line, Front. A front lot line is the line of a street on which a lot abuts. 

43. Lot line, Rear. A rear lot line is any lot line, other than another front lot line on 
another street, which is the farthest lot from the street. 

* * * * * 

45. Lot line, Side. Any lot line not a front lot line or rear lot line, bounding a lot and 
extending from the street toward the rear in a direction approximately 
perpendicular or radial to the street. 

* * * * * 

Dimensional Requirements 
Pursuant to the Schedule of Dimensional Requirements in Article 8 of the Zoning Regulations, the 
minimum required lot frontage in the RAR-90 zone is 200 feet.  The following footnotes also apply to 
minimum lot frontage requirements: 

4.  Special provisions apply to non‐conforming lots of record. See Article VIII, Section 
B. 

6.  The minimum lot frontage shall be continuous and uninterrupted along a street 
line. In residential zones, corner lots situated at the junction of two or more 
streets shall be required to have the minimum frontage along all abutting streets. 

7.  Where the front lot line is an arc or the sidelines converge toward the front lot 
line, the required frontage shall be measured along the front setback line, which 
shall be parallel to the street line. 

13. Lot frontage requirements for business and residential uses within specified zones 
may be waived by the Planning and Zoning Commission for private roads, 
provided special permit approval is obtained (see Article VIII, Section B.3.d) 

16. Special frontage and setback provisions may apply to subdivision lots and 
associated building area envelopes approved after February 20, 2002. (See Article 
VIII, Section B.5 and applicable provisions of Mansfield’s Subdivision Regulations.) 

Frontage of Proposed Lots 
As shown on the attached map, Lot 1 has 250.68 feet of frontage on Dog Lane. Lot 2 wraps around Lot 1 
and has frontage on Dog Lane on both sides of Lot 1.  The portion of the lot located east of Lot 1 has 
414.57 feet of frontage; however, this portion of the lot contains extensive wetlands.  The portion of the lot 
located west of Lot 1 has 107.32 feet of frontage and shares an upland area with Lot 1.  The applicant is 
proposing to locate the house and driveway on the western (uplands) portion of the lot, between Lot 1 and 
the abutting property at 128 Dog Lane.  As the frontage of the western portion of the lot is less than 200 
feet, the two proposed houses would be located closer together than other homes on Dog Lane, as most of 
the lots on Dog Lane have more than 200 feet of frontage.    
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Opinion

SHELDON, J. This is an appeal by the plaintiffs, Chris-
topher Michos, Amalia Michos and Colleen Adriani,
from judgment of the Superior Court dismissing their
appeal from the decision of the defendant Planning and
Zoning Commission of the Town of Easton (commis-
sion), granting, with conditions, the application for a
special permit filed by the defendant New England
Prayer Center, Inc. (prayer center) to establish a place
of worship and parking area on property adjacent to
the plaintiffs’ property. On appeal, the plaintiffs claim
that the court erred in interpreting the applicable zoning
regulations with respect to the location and amount of
parking for the prayer center, thereby permitting 80
percent of the proposed parking to be located in front
of the prayer center in violation of the regulations. The
commission and the prayer center claim that the court
correctly determined that the commission acted fairly
and with proper motive in interpreting the applicable
zoning regulations when granting the prayer center’s
special permit. For the following reasons, we reverse
the judgment of the Superior Court.

The court, in its memorandum of decision, set forth
the following facts and procedural history. ‘‘On May
18, 2010, the prayer center submitted a special permit
application to the commission, seeking to establish a
place of worship on land that it leased from the town
of Easton. . . . The land is located in an area of town
that is zoned for single-family residences. At its meeting
of August 23, 2010, the commission approved the prayer
center’s special permit application subject to eleven
special conditions, enunciated in a ‘Resolution of
Approval.’ . . .

‘‘[On appeal to the Superior Court, t]he plaintiffs
argue[d] that the prayer center’s application failed to
comply with the Easton zoning regulations (regula-
tions), specifically § 7.3.4, in that parking for the facility
is located in the front yard of the property. The plaintiffs
contend[ed] that, at a public hearing held on August 9,
2010, they raised the defect in the application, but that
the commission never addressed it and granted the
special permit anyway. The plaintiffs urge[d] the court
to interpret the phrase ‘front yard’ in the regulations
as meaning the entire area in front of a structure, the
phrase’s commonly understood ordinary meaning
according to any dictionary. The plaintiffs argue[d] that
§ 5.4.1 of the regulations creates minimum front yards
of no less than fifty feet, but that a front yard, in general,
can be larger than fifty feet. Thus, they posit[ed] that
a front lot setback is what results from the imposition
of a minimum front yard, but that ‘front yard’ is not
equivalent to ‘front yard setback.’ Additionally, the
plaintiffs contend[ed] that the commission showed
‘[overwhelming] concern for the environmental sensi-
tivity of the site’ and that ‘[i]n rebuttal to the plaintiffs’



argument during the public hearing in favor of prohib-
iting parking in front of the structure, [prayer center’s]
counsel went out of his way to talk about the potential
deleterious environmental effects of placing the parking
behind the structure as is required by the [r]egulation.’
[The plaintiffs’] state[d] that ‘[i]n failing to require the
[prayer center] to place its parking outside the front
yard, as is required by [§] 7.3.4 (A) of the [r]egulations,
the defendant [c]ommission went beyond its legal
authority and violated its own [r]egulations.’

‘‘The commission filed its trial brief on January 25,
2012. The commission argue[d] that it ha[d] reasonably
and consistently interpreted § 7.3.4 (A) of the regula-
tions to mean that once the minimum fifty foot setback
is applied, parking beyond the setback is permitted,
and that it is entitled to reasonably interpret its own
regulation, which it clearly did in this situation. It con-
tend[ed] that this has historically been the interpreta-
tion of this regulation for previous religious institutions,
allowing for proper balance and compliance with other
provisions of the regulations. The commission posit[ed]
that there is no definition of ‘front yard’ in the regula-
tions, and that arguably, the area in front of the pro-
posed structure is not a front yard at all, as the site
plan shows the prayer center at an angle to the street
with no parking immediately within 50 to 110 feet of
the building entrance. Additionally, the commission
argue[d] that it must fairly interpret § 7.3.4 (A) so as
to not run afoul of the unreasonable burden provisions
in the [Federal] Religious Land Use and Institutionalized
Persons Act (RLUIPA) [42 U.S.C. § 2000cc et seq.], and
that the strict interpretation advocated by the plaintiffs,
which would disallow all parking in front of a religious
structure, may impose a series of unreasonable burdens
on such religious applicants.

‘‘The prayer center also filed its reply brief on January
25, 2012. The prayer center argue[d] that its application
for a special permit complied in all respects with the
technical requirements of the regulations, and that the
commission so found and granted the application. It
assert[ed] that a local zoning commission has broad
discretion with regard to the interpretation and applica-
tion of its own regulations, and that if there are two
plausible interpretations of a regulation, the court gives
deference to the construction of the language adopted
by the commission. The prayer center contend[ed] that
the commission acted within its legal discretion in inter-
preting § 7.3.4 (A) and applied the term ‘front yard,’ in
a manner consistent with the provisions of the regula-
tions as a whole, including § 5.4.1 and the rest of § 7.3.4.
The prayer center argue[d] that the commission’s action
should not be overruled simply because the plaintiffs
suggest an alternate interpretation of the regulations.
It contend[ed] that with regard to this application
involving a house of worship on a 30.5 acre parcel, the
plaintiffs’ suggestion that § 7.3.4 (A) should be interpre-



ted to preclude totally and absolutely any parking what-
soever on any portion of the property located anywhere
in the front of the proposed building is not a rational
or reasonable interpretation of the regulation. Addition-
ally, the prayer center posit[ed] that when more than
one interpretation of a zoning regulation is possible,
restrictions upon the use of land should not be extended
by implication, and doubtful language and terms subject
to different interpretations should be construed against
rather than in favor of restricting the use of property.

‘‘On February 17, 2012, the plaintiffs filed their brief
in reply to the defendants. The plaintiffs counter[ed]
that the issues in this appeal require only construction
of regulatory language, which construction is in the
sole province of the court. The plaintiffs contend[ed]
that the proper standard of review for the court is a de
novo statutory analysis. They maintain[ed] that § 5.4.1
of the regulations establishes minimum front, side and
rear yards and simply sets a minimum depth for the
yards rather than defining them; rather, the common
dictionary meaning of the term ‘front yard’ should be
relied on since the term is not explicitly defined in
the regulations and no ambiguity exists. The plaintiffs
argue[d] that the notion that the commission has histori-
cally relied on prohibiting parking only in the minimum
fifty foot setback is immaterial, since it is not in the
record, and that RLUIPA is not implicated here because
the regulations apply equally to churches, places of
worship, museums, art galleries, private schools, pri-
vate recreation clubs and nursery schools. Additionally,
the plaintiffs posit[ed] that prohibition of parking in
the front yard yields reasonable results aligned with
Easton’s town plan.

‘‘The original return of record was filed on September
9, 2011. A supplemental return of record was filed on
September 29, 2011. The court held a trial on May 10,
2012. A second supplemental return of record was filed
on August 23, 2012.’’ (Citations omitted; footnotes
omitted.)

Following the trial in this matter, the court agreed
with the plaintiffs that they were aggrieved, had stand-
ing to prosecute the appeal, and had timely filed and
properly served the appeal. The court ultimately dis-
missed the appeal because it disagreed with the plain-
tiffs on ‘‘the impact of § 7.3.4 (D) of the regulations on
the outcome of th[e] appeal.’’ Specifically, the court
reasoned as follows: ‘‘The plaintiffs state, in citing
§ 7.3.4 (D), that [i]n drafting its regulations, the commis-
sion itself equates parking in the front yard [§ 7.3.4 (A)]
with parking in front of the structure [§ 7.3.4 (D)]. While
the court agrees that this is a valid interpretation of
§ 7.3.4 (A) and (D) read together, the plaintiffs fail to
realize what § 7.3.4 (D) allows. . . . [Section] 7.3.4 (D)
states: Should the layout of the property including the
improvements and the parking warrant parking to be



located in front of the structure, the Commission may
permit up to 10 percent of the off-street parking in front
of the structure provided that the parking is designed
and limited to visitor use and the foregoing standards.
Section 7.3.4 (D) explicitly allows parking in front of
the structure, ironically the plaintiffs’ favored definition
of front yard, in some circumstances. Under the rules
of statutory construction, the plain meaning of this spe-
cific regulation allows parking in front of the structure.
As there is no argument addressed to the merits of
§ 7.3.4 (D), the court does not need to address whether
the circumstances enunciated in that regulation are met
in this case. Section 7.3.4 (D) plainly allows parking
in front of a structure.’’ (Footnotes omitted; internal
quotation marks omitted.) This certified appeal
followed.

‘‘Resolution of this issue requires us to review the
relevant town regulations. Because the interpretation
of the regulations presents a question of law, our review
is plenary. . . . We also recognize that the zoning regu-
lations are local legislative enactments . . . and, there-
fore, their interpretation is governed by the same
principles that apply to the construction of statutes.
. . . Whenever possible, the language of zoning regula-
tions will be construed so that no clause is deemed
superfluous, void or insignificant. . . . The regulations
must be interpreted so as to reconcile their provisions
and make them operative so far as possible. . . . When
more than one construction is possible, we adopt the
one that renders the enactment effective and workable
and reject any that might lead to unreasonable or bizarre
results.’’ (Citations omitted; footnote omitted; internal
quotation marks omitted.) Heim v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 289 Conn. 709, 715–16, 960 A.2d 1018 (2008).

In the present case, we will examine the language of
the regulation at issue to determine the meaning of
‘‘front yard’’ in § 7.3.4 (A) of the regulations and whether
the court properly applied the exception provided for
in § 7.3.4 (D) to the facts of this case.1

We begin with the text of the regulation. Section 7.3.4
of the regulations provides as follows: ‘‘Location of off-
street parking shall be determined according to the
following standards: (A) No parking shall be permitted
in the front yard except for necessary access drives.
(B) No parking area shall be located within 50 feet of
any property line. (C) All parking areas and access
drives shall be located so as not to adversely affect the
character of the neighborhood in which the premises
are located. (D) Should the layout of the property
including the improvements and the parking warrant
parking to be located in front of the structure, the Com-
mission may permit up to 10 [percent] of the off-street
parking in front of the structure provided that the park-
ing is designed and limited to visitor use and the forego-
ing standards.’’



The key term in § 7.3.4 (A) of the regulations, ‘‘front
yard,’’ is not defined or explained anywhere in the regu-
lations. In such a situation, General Statutes § 1-1 (a)
provides: ‘‘In the construction of the statutes, words and
phrases shall be construed according to the commonly
approved usage of the language; and technical words
and phrases, and such as have acquired a peculiar and
appropriate meaning in the law, shall be construed and
understood accordingly.’’ ‘‘If a statute or regulation
does not sufficiently define a term, it is appropriate
to look to the common understanding of the term as
expressed in a dictionary.’’ (Internal quotation marks
omitted.) Heim v. Zoning Board of Appeals, supra, 289
Conn. 717. Although the term ‘‘front yard’’ is not well
defined, as the court discovered, the term ‘‘frontage’’
is, however, well defined, with substantial similarity
in a number of dictionaries, each embracing a broad
interpretation of the term. See, e.g., Merriam-Webster’s
Collegiate Dictionary (11th Ed. 2003) (‘‘frontage’’ is ‘‘the
land between the front of a building and the street’’);
American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language
(4th Ed. 2002) (‘‘frontage’’ is ‘‘the land between a build-
ing and the street’’); Webster’s Third New International
Dictionary (2002) (‘‘frontage’’ is ‘‘the land between the
front of a building and the street,’’ and ‘‘front yard’’ is
‘‘an area in front of a house’’); The Random House
Dictionary of the English Language (2d Ed. 2001)
(‘‘frontage’’ is ‘‘the land between a building and the
street’’). The common usage of ‘‘front yard,’’ therefore,
appears to be the area in front of a structure, between
the structure and the street.

The only other provision in the regulations that spe-
cifically mentions ‘‘front yard’’ is § 5.4.1, which sets
forth the ‘‘minimum front yard’’ requirements as fol-
lows: ‘‘The minimum front yard shall measure no less
than 50 feet at any point when measured perpendicu-
larly to the street line, but in no case shall the structure
be less than 75 feet from the center line of the paved
surface of any street. The minimum side and rear yards
shall measure no less than 40 feet when measured per-
pendicularly to the respective yard lines.’’ In the present
case, the parking for the prayer center was granted by
a special permit, and thus is controlled by article 7 of
the regulations, which relates to all matters pertaining
to special permits, and more specifically, § 7.3.4, which
concerns off-street parking, and thus § 5.4.1 does not
control the outcome of this case. The defendants urge
this court to interpret ‘‘front yard,’’ as that term is used
in § 5.4.1, to conclude that the proposed parking for
the prayer center is actually located entirely outside of
the front yard, and thus that the court properly dis-
missed the plaintiffs’ appeal. Section 5.4.1, however,
defines the term ‘‘minimum front yard’’—a term that is
not found anywhere in § 7.3.4, and therefore § 5.4.1
sheds no light on our interpretation of ‘‘front yard.’’



‘‘We always must construe a regulation in light of
its purpose. See West Hartford Interfaith Coalition v.
Town Council, 228 Conn. 498, 508, 636 A.2d 1342 (1994)
([a] statute . . . should not be interpreted to thwart
its purpose . . .).’’ (Internal quotation marks omitted.)
Heim v. Zoning Board of Appeals, supra, 289 Conn.
718. The purpose of § 7.3.4 (A) through (C) of the regula-
tions is to impose restrictions on the location and design
of parking pursuant to special permits, whereas § 7.3.4
(D), sets forth a conditional exception to the restric-
tions in subsections (A) through (C). Although the court
agreed with the plaintiffs that § 7.3.4 (A), in particular,
expressly prohibits parking in the front yard, it con-
cluded, notwithstanding, to the contrary, that § 7.3.4
(D), created an unconditional exception that allows for
such parking. The court quoted the language of § 7.3.4
(D) in its analysis, but failed to take into consideration
the plain language of the phrase, ‘‘up to 10 [percent] of
the off-street parking,’’ by concluding that the mere
existence of this section permits parking in the front
yard without any consideration as to the amount of
parking that was proposed to be in the front yard of
the prayer center. The court concluded that ‘‘[u]nder
the rules of statutory construction, the plain meaning
of [§ 7.3.4 (D)] allows parking in front of the structure.
. . . Section 7.3.4 (D) plainly allows parking in front
of a structure.’’ (Footnote omitted.) The court then
declined to ‘‘address whether the circumstances enunci-
ated in that regulation are met in this case,’’ because
no party raised an argument as to the applicability of
§ 7.3.4 (D) in its briefs. The court clearly failed to give
fair import to the terms of the conditional exception
in § 7.3.4 (D) by extending it beyond the regulation’s
narrow language and purpose. Given the text, meaning,
and purpose of § 7.3.4 of the regulations, we conclude
that the proposed parking for the prayer center would
violate the regulations. Accordingly, we conclude that
the court erred in dismissing the plaintiffs’ appeal by
concluding, without considering the conditional excep-
tions set forth therein, that § 7.3.4 (D) permits the pro-
posed parking in the front yard of the property.

The judgment is reversed and the case is remanded
for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.

In this opinion the other judges concurred.
1 We acknowledge that General Statutes § 1-2z requires a threshold deter-

mination of whether the regulation is ambiguous. In both their brief and at
oral argument, the plaintiffs claimed that the language of § 7.3.4 (A), that
‘‘no parking shall be permitted in the front yard,’’ is clear and unambiguous
text. We agree. Although the regulations do not explicitly define the term
‘‘front yard,’’ the court agreed with the plaintiffs’ reading of § 7.3.4 (A) and
(D), that ‘‘[i]n drafting its regulations, the commission itself equate[d] parking
‘in the front’ yard’ [§ 7.3.4 (A)] with parking ‘in front of the structure’
[§ 7.3.4 (D)].’’



 
 

Town of Mansfield
Department of Planning and Development 

Date:  March 31, 2016 

To:  Planning and Zoning Commission 

From:  Linda M. Painter, AICP, Director of Planning and Development 

Subject: Director’s Report 

If there are any other items or questions, I will address them at the April 4th meeting. 
 
Agriculture 
 Mansfield Grown.  The new Mansfield Grown brochure should be available in May. 

 
 Community Supported Agriculture.  Mansfield now has 2 new CSAs this year, bringing our total 

to 5. 
 

Housing 
 Ad Hoc Committee on Rental Housing Regulation and Enforcement.  The next meeting of the Ad 

Hoc committee is scheduled for April 13th at 5:30 p.m. Buchanan Center.  Commission 
members are welcome to attend and participate in discussion. 
 

Infrastructure and Transportation 
 Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) & Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) for Obstruction 

Removal - Windham Airport. The Connecticut Airport Authority (CAA) held a public 
information meeting on March 29, 2016 to present the EA/EIE related to tree removal to 
reduce airspace obstructions in the vicinity of Windham Airport.  The EA/EIE evaluates 
three alternatives: 

o No Action.  Under this alternative, nothing would be done to reduce obstructions and 
as such would not be acceptable to the FAA. 

o Full Obstruction Removal.  This alternative would achieve the maximum reduction in 
obstructions and include tree removal in the Clearview Drive/Conantville Road area 
of Mansfield as well as installation of lighted beacons in Mansfield.  This alternative 
has the most significant impact on natural resources and is not the preferred option.  

o Modified Obstruction Removal. This alternative includes removal of trees on and adjacent 
to the airport property, including full clearing of trees adjacent to the reservoir in the 
Runway 9 (east/west runway) approach and selective clearing of trees north of the 
Runway 9 approach along the eastern edge of the reservoir/river.   
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The draft EA/EIE is available at http://windhamairport.caa-analysis.com/project-
documents/.  

Open Space 
 
 Bicentennial Pond/Schoolhouse Brook Park Universal Trail.  The Town has been awarded a 

$253,47 DEEP Recreational Trails grant to assist in building a universal access trail around 
Bicentennial Pond.   

 
Workshop/Training Opportunities 

 Center for Land Use Education and Research (CLEAR).  CLEAR is offering an advanced training 
session on Saturday, March 26th at the Middlesex County Extension Office in Haddam from 
8:30 am to 3:00 pm.  The following topics will be covered:  Bias, Predisposition and 
Conflicts; Implementing and Enforcing Land Use Decisions; and Running a Meeting and 
Making the Decision.  Please contact Jessie Richard as soon as possible if you would like to 
attend this workshop so that she can complete your registration. 

 CLEAR Webinar: The State of Low Impact Development (LID) in Connecticut. CLEAR is hosting a 
webinar on Tuesday, April 5th from 2 pm to 3 pm on policies, drivers and barriers to LID in 
Connecticut.  Contact Jessie for more information on how to register. 

 CLEAR Webinar: The Bears are Back. CLEAR is hosting a webinar on Thursday, May 5th 
from 2 pm to 3 pm on Black Bear movement and behavior in Connecticut.  Contact Jessie 
for more information on how to register. 



  

 

 

 

ZONING FOCUS GROUP MEETING 

Special Meeting 

Wednesday, March 16, 2016 | 8:30 A.M. 

Conference Room B 
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

4 South Eagleville Road 
 

 DRAFT Minutes 
 

 

I. Call to order- The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m. The following were 
present: Booth, Pelletier (Zoning Focus Group members), Painter, Kaufman, and 
Mullen. 
 

II. Minutes of Match 7, 2015 meeting- They were reviewed by the group and approved 
by consensus.   
 

III. Review of Draft Modifications to Existing Regulations 
Alison Hilding’s comments submitted on 3/16/2016 (attached) were handed out to the 
members and reviewed. 
A. Alcohol--Painter distributed draft regulations that are based on direction received 

from the Commission.  
Booth suggested that neighbors would want at least 100 ft setback from residents.  
Mullen questions the legality of this since people with smaller lots would have less 
area to work in.   
 

IV. Public Comment-None 
 

V. Next Steps/Meeting Date-Next meeting has not been scheduled, but will be once 
substantial progress has been made on multifamily development.   
 

VI. Adjourn- Meeting adjourned at 8:57 pm. 
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Jennifer S. Kaufman

From: Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 8:30 AM

To: Jennifer S. Kaufman

Subject: storm water regs

Jennifer, 
 
I am planning to come this morning but just in case my driver does  not show up I would like the following 
comments included in the record  in response to the staff's remarks that were made at the last meeting regarding 
my 3/7/16 email on the storm water regs, and more specifically the proposed concept of "a menu of choices" 
without specificity in performance standards with regard to the geography in which these take place, ie steep 
slopes, flat land, rocky soil, high water table, or shallow to bedrock: 
 
Too many choices may appear good but without specific guidance on what these really mean, the choices are 
meaningless. Having choice is good but having choices that are undefined is not good. What are the precise 
meanings of each stromwater choice? How should each choice be applied and under what circumstances? 
Where on the property should each choice be applied and under what circumstances? Without specificity, these 
choices assume an understanding about the principles of stormwater mgt that does not exist within the general 
public or construction worker. To make this section work, the town planner needs to provide more details of 
when and where these choices make sense.  For example, sheet flow of stormwater is a great idea to avoid 
erosion but will not work on steep slopes.  Similarly, detention and retention ponds will be extremely 
challenging to implement on flat land with a high groundwater table. 
 
Perhaps a storm water booklet that gives guidance on how to implement these options would be beneficial if 
they are all personal selections as of right under the zoning permit process.  Guidance in matters such as what 
percent of the disturbed property needs to adhere to these options,  can they have, for example, five different 
options, and under what conditions specific options can be employed should be clarified. Furthermore, are there 
scenarios where one or more options would not work on a site?  For example are there certain soil conditions, 
slopes, surface bedrock where some of these options would not be appropriate.  Likewise, how much of the 
disturbed area would require a storm water solution?  Similarly a detention basin might be an appropriate action 
in an area of relatively flat land and a high ground water table.  If the options are a matter of right, how do we 
know that implementation of the selected option will be effective? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Alison 



  

 

 

 

ZONING FOCUS GROUP MEETING 

Special Meeting 

Monday, March 7, 2016 | 9:30 A.M. 

Conference Room B 
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building 

4 South Eagleville Road 
 

 DRAFT Minutes 
 

 
 

I. Call to order- The meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. The following were 
present: Booth, Pelletier (Zoning Focus Group members), Painter, Kaufman, Mullen, 
Dilaj (Staff), and Betty Wassmundt (member of the public).   
 

II. Minutes of May 18, 2015 meeting- Approval of the minutes was tabled until a 
quorum there was a quorum of the Zoning Focus Group was present.   
 

III. Status of the Zoning Focus Group Rewrite. Painter distributed the “Proposed Process 
for Rewrite of Mansfield’s Zoning and Subdivision Regulations,” which will be 
presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission for their approval tonight.  
Members agreed that this would be a suitable approach to tackle the rewrite.  Painter 
stated that the Town was in the process of closing out the grant with HUD. As part of 
this process, HUD was given a draft rewrite of the zoning regulations, with an 
understanding that the Town will submit the final zoning regulations to HUD when 
complete.  This will allow for thorough review by the PZC, advisory committees and 
the public. 
 

IV. Review of Draft Modifications to Existing Regulations 
Alison Hilding’s comments submitted on 3/7/2016 (attached) were handed out to the 
members and reviewed. 



  

 

A. Stormwater Management-This section of the regulations was drafted by Milone 
and MacBroom and edited by Mansfield’s Assistant Town Engineer, Derek Dilaj, 
who reviewed the regulations for the group.  Painter pointed out that these 
regulations are based on NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall data, which is the most recent 
rainall data available. In general, the group agreed that these regulations were 
thorough and well written.  Pelletier was concerned that the regulations made the 
2004 CT Stormwater Quality Manual a requirement when this manual is really just 
a guidance document.  Kaufman and Dilaj suggested that the Stormwater 
Management Plan should be consistent with a generally accepted industry 
standard.  The group reviewed Alison Hilding’s comments.  The terms Hilding 
pointed out can be defined in the regulations.  The requirements outlined in 
section 5-small scale projects is meant to offer up a menu of suggestions.  Staff 
will work to clarify this section.   
 

B. Water Service Connections/Water Pipeline Overlay District-Painter described the 
overlay district as essentially a “belt and suspenders” to current regulations as the 
underlying zoning continues to control the use and density of development.  The 
use of the overlay zone was identified as part of early discussions on the proposed 
CWC water main as a way to discourage induced growth along the pipeline.   
Locations for the initial application of the overlay district were identified based on 
potential for development/redevelopment.  For example, areas where there are 
existing water mains with large undeveloped lots were seen as having a higher 
potential for development and therefore a higher need for protection than areas 
that have already been subdivided and developed with single-family homes on 
relatively small lots.  
 
In addition to the overlay district, separate regulations have been drafted to 
address conditions applied as part of the DEEP Diversion Permit for the CWC 
project.  These standards apply to properties that would be served by CWC.  
 
The group was in general agreement with these draft regulations 

  

C. Alcoholic Liquor and Live/Amplified Music Regulations-Painter distributed draft 
regulations that are based on direction received from the Commission. There will 
be a brief follow-up meeting on Wednesday, March 16th at 8:30 am to finalize 
comments from the group. 
 

V. Public Comment-None 
 

VI. Next Steps/Meeting Date-Next meeting is tentatively scheduled for March 16 at 8:30 
am.  
 

VII. Adjourn- Meeting adjourned at 11:00 am. 
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Jennifer S. Kaufman

From: Alison Hilding <aahilding@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 07, 2016 7:33 AM

To: Jennifer S. Kaufman

Subject: Today's Zoning Focus Group Meeting

Dear Jennifer, 
 
I regret that I will not be able to attend this morning's meeting.  I fell and have a concussion.  I am very limited 
in what I can do while I am recovering from this injury. .   
 
Regarding the material that will be discussed today concerning storm water regulations I submit my initial 
comments below and I ask that you please share them with the group this morning: 
 
The proposed regulations need a better set of definitions including defining the word 1) disturbance, 2) retention 
basins, 3) detention basins, 4) sheet flow, 5) etc.  In addition, there are a number of sections that are too vague 
(e.g., "incorporate vegetative measures where appropriate - what does that mean and when would it apply?) or 
appear inconsistent (e.g., why is the 1 year storm mentioned under Section 4b but omitted under section 
4c?).  Section 4d is not clearly written and should be totally revised so that its purpose and intent is understood. 
What does that section attempt to do? Under Section 5 (small scale projects), the ideas are listed as a potpourri 
of approaches with no clear understanding of which will be accepted and under what conditions.  If this section 
is a requirement as a matter of right under a zoning permit process, it will require much more clarity for 
businessmen interested in knowing what is expected of their projects. 
 
In summary, while the regulations for projects that require a site plan or subdivision plan are relatively straight 
forward, those for the zoning permit process are not acceptable from a common sense perspective.  There are 
too many choices for a developer of a small scale project who normally would only require a zoning permit. 
This process transforms the zoning permit into a complex process with a high degree of dependency on the 
town's professional staff to complete the process. This would be unacceptable to the business community.  To 
pass the "straight face" test, this section needs to identify the expected approaches for every project and not 
overwhelm applicants with a grab bag of choices. 
 
The proposed regulations must also address potential conflicts between the DEEP stormwater regulations and 
the DOT Drainage Manual and these proposed zoning regulations. It is inevitable that conflicts will emerge and 
the regulations need to indicate what where conflicts exist, these regulations supersede those of DEEP and DOT 
with respect to stormwater management plans. If that is not the approach the town wishes to take, then it needs 
to clarify what portions of the DEEP stormwater regulations and DOT Drainage manual are relevant. 
 
It is my intention to review the proposed regulations further and submit additional comments.  I would very 
much appreciate it if you would please make available to me the audio recording of today's meeting.   
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
 
Please confirm that you have received this communication. 
 
With appreciation, 
 
Alison Hilding 
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